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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue appointment of Mr. Spofforth to the vacant 
Taxing Mastership has taken the profession by surprise. 
The occupants of that position have hitherto been 
selected either from those heads of solicitors’ houses 
in London who, having devoted themselves exclu- 
sively to the practice of the profession, know the 
details of the work which comes into the offices of 
the courts, or from the chief clerks, who, having 
originally been taken from the same practical class, 
have by proved ability earned promotion to an easier 
position. Without depreciating Mr. Spofforth’s ex- 
perience as a partner for many years in a large 
firm of London solicitors, we believe we express 
a general feeling when we say it is earnestly to 
be hoped that his appointment to the post of Taxing 
Master is not to be taken as an indication that the 
principle of treating legal appointments as a fitting re- 
ward for political services is to be introduced into the 
offices of the Chancery Division. 





A SINGULAR Decision of Vice-Chancellor Bacon in the 
case of German v. Chapman (25 W. R. 802), to which we 
called attention soon after it was pronounced, has been re- 
versed by the Court of Appeal. The question turned on the 
construction of a covenant in a conveyance of a piece of 
land, whereby the purchaser undertook that “no house 
or other building to be erected on the land should be 
used or occupied otherwise than as and for a private 
residence only, and not for anyspurpose of trade.” This 
covenant the Vice-Chancellor held would not be broken 
through the erection by the Institution for the Education 
of the Daughters of Missionaries of a building intended 
to be used for the board, lodging, and education of 100 
girls; but the Court of Appenl has taken the contrary 
view. There is probably no person of ordinary common 
sense outside the profession who would have adopted 
the view held by the learned Vice-Chancellor; that is to 
say, there is no one who would have dreamt of calling 
such an institution a private residence. But to a mind 
trained in legal flotions the fact that the committee of 
the institution might be regarded as standing in loco 
Parentis to the children, and that the building might be 
called their ‘‘ home,” seomed to have come with all the 
force of an argument, especially when the keen profes- 
sional instinct for analogous instances had discovered 
that there might be such a thing in rerum natura as a 
teal father of 100 daughters, Accordingly the Vice - 

or imported for the occasion a Purkish pasha 
with “several of his wives and a hundred obildren,” and 
‘et him to build a house on the land; and, warming up 
Contest with common sense, camo at last to ask, 
is this house to be if not a private residence ac. 
to a just of that phrase”? One 
t eorry to e00 that this beautiful instance of fully 
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developed and trained legal instinct has met with so 
little admiration in the Court of Appeal. “ The pro- 
posed use,” said Lord Justice James, “ was not in any 
sense of the words a use as a private residence.” We 
are reluctantly bound to say the same; while, as to the 
contention that the whole clause was limited and re- 
strained by the words “not for any purpose of trade,” 
it is sufficient to say, as we said before and has now been 
said by the Court of Appeal, that they cannot be allowed 
to reduce to complete silence the whole of the previous 
branch of the covenant. 





Tue pecision of the Master of the Rolls in the case of 
Holme v. Guy, on Monday last, recalls a remarkable 
instance of recent extension of the doctrines of equity. 
When trustees or governors of a charity are empowered 
by the foundation deed to remove officers of the charity, 
no qualification being attached to the words, it 
would seem natural to suppose that the founder intended 
to confer an absolute and arbitrary power of dismissal. 
As Tindal, C.J., said, with regard to the dismissal of 
a schoolmaster (14 L. J. Q. B. at p. 70), there seems 
to be nothing unreasonable in the founder's giving such 
authority to the governors, for there may be many 
causés which render a man altogether unfit to continue 
to be a schoolmaster which cannot be made the subject 
of a charge before a jury or otherwise, or of actual 
proof. A general want of reputation in the neighbour. 
hood, and even suspicion that he has been guilty of the 
offence stated against him, . . . commbdn belief of 
the truth of those charges among the neighbours, might 
ruin the well-being of the school if the master were 
continued in it.’’ Accordingly, in the Darlington School 
case (12 L. J. Q. B. 124, 14 L. J. Q. B. 69), the Court of 
Queen’s Bench, and, subsequently, the Exchequer Cham- 
ber, on a mandamus to the governors of a school who 
had power, under the charter founding the school, to re- 
move the master “ according to their sound discretion,” 
to restore the prosecutor to his place of schoolmaster, 
held that the issues raised by a plea traversing the in- 
stances of misconduct by the schoolmaster stated in the 
return to the writ, and also traversing the statement in 
the return that reasonable opportunity had been afforded 
to him to answer the complaints, were immaterial, 
and gave judgment for the defendants. But in 
In re Fremington School, Ex parte Ward (10 
Jur. N. S. 512), where the will of the founder 
empowered the trustees to displace the school- 
master “upon any neglect or misbehaviour, or offer 
just cause for which they, or the greater number of 
them, should agree upon and think fit,” upon a petition by 
the schoolmaster, praying a declaration that he had not 
been effectually removed from his office, Vice-Chancellor 
Knight Bruce held that the decision in the Darlington 
School case was not applicable, for the trustees in the 
case before him had not an absolute discretion to remove 
the master; he was removable only for “neglect, mis. 
behaviour, or other yust cause”; and it was not com- 
petent, therefore, for the trustees to discharge the 
master arbitrarily, nor to adopt against him “any mode 
of proceeding substantially irregular.” ‘The trustees, in 
fact, were bound to proceed “judicially according te 
those principles of right which are universal, and to 
those general rules applicable to the administration of 
justion which pervade the entire system of English 
law.” It will be observed that iu this case the trustees 
were only empowered to dismiss “ for just cause.” Bat 
in Dean v. Bennett (19 W, RB. 3638, L. R. 6 Ch, 489) the 
court applied the same doctrine to the case of the 
minister of a congregation holding a chapel under a deed 
which provided that “every minister should be liable to 
be forthwith removed by the decision of the churod, 
made at one meoting and confirmed at a second meet- 
ing,” auch meetings to be called by notices which should 

atato the object of such meetings Lord 
Hatherley admitted the difficulty of holding sg 
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provision did not give an arbitrary power of dismissal to 
the church, but he said: “Upon the whole, I do not 
feel myself so bound by that case [ie the Dar- 
lington School case] as to hold here that a discretion 
has beea exercised by a meeting which, on charges 
mentioned for the first time, the person charged 
not being present, comes to a vague general finding 
that he has been guilty of falsehood and drunkenness. 
Although they undoubtedly add unfitness, I cannot find 
that they have arrived at a sound judgment on the 
matter, or have exercised any discretion at all.” The 
question which the learned judge seems rather to have 
assumed was that the church were bound to act 
judicially, and that they had not, under the terms 
of the deed, an arbitrary power of dismissal. In 
Holme v. Guy it appears from the reports in the 
daily papers that the trustees of the school were 
empowered to dismiss the schoolmaster when he should 
be ‘* adjudged by the trustees to be frequently negligent 
or otherwise insufficient in performing the office of a 
schoolmaster.” These words obviously brought the case 
near to the Fremington School case, and the Master of 
the Rolls was probably borne out by the authority of 
that case in holding that as the trustees had not given 
the schoolmaster notice of the charges, or allowed him 
an opportunity of clearing himself of them, he had not 
been properly dismissed. But we observe that the 
learned judge appears to have cited without disapproval 
the case of Dean v. Bennett, which seems to lay down 
the principle that although the power of dismissal is 
unfettered, and the governing body may have fully 
decided to dismiss an officer, the court will compel 
them to go through the farce of a judicial inquiry. 
In the case of endowed schools the provisions of the 
Act and schemes render the doctrine of comparatively 
small importance; but as regards charities in general, it 
is likely to prove disastrous, for trustees are usually 
only too glad to avoid the trouble of dismissing an in- 
competent officer. 





In THE cURRENT NUMBER of the Nineteenth Century 
Sir James Stephen make numerous suggestions as to 
the Reform of the Criminal Law. The article is divided 
into three parts, relating to (1) the arrangements for 
trial, (2) the interrogation of prisoners, and (3) appeal. 
Sir James vigorously argues in favour of the interroga- 
tion of prisoners, and pronounces the objections to the 
present state of the law to be ‘‘ so obvious and so strong 
that it is hardly necessary to state them.” He would 
have a prisoner cross-examined, and trusts to the 
traditional fairness of the English character to preserve 
this power from abuse. As to criminal appeal, he 
prefers (changing a former opinion) a new trial before 
a jury to an appeal before a select body of judges, on 
the ground that ‘it is more in accordance with all our 
habite to let the final decision of all questions of fact 
rest with a jury.” It occurs to us that an objec- 
tion to this is that the cases in which a new trial 
would be granted would be cases peculiarly unfit for a 
jury from their difficulty and complication, and that the 
granting of a new trial by the court would halve the 

ili We may possibly recur 


out of the region of discussion at the present time. 

The question of “jarrangements for trial” is 
that which chiefly presses for some legislative 
solution. It is pointed out that, “not only do 
the aseizes and sessions frequently clash, but that the 





lessly occupied by trying few prisoners for trivia) 
offences. The principal remedies suggested are the 
appointment, permissive or compulsory, of paid chairmen 


of quarter sessions, the selection by some “proper 


officer” of cases for trial at sessions and assizes 
tively, and the grouping of assize towns. We have 
and earnestly urged the adoption of the first of these re. 
medies, and we agree with Sir James Stephen in thi 
that for a comparatively small remuneration the serviceg 
of thoroughly competent men might be obtained; but 
we entirely disagree with his suggestion that co 
court judges should be appointed to the post. Coun 
court judges have, or ought to have, sufficient work in 
their circuits to occupy their time; and it is desirable 
that the highest class of legal ability should be ob 

as it might be obtained, for the post of paid chairman 
of quarter sessions. The selection of cases for trial ig a 
more difficult matter. It is urged in the article that no 
statutory apportionment will suffice, on the ground that 
“it is impossible to frame any definition which will not 
cover acts involving almost every imaginable shade of 
moral guilt and socialdanger.” ‘‘ Manslaughter, to take 
a strong instance, may be all but murder, and may be 
all but accident.”” ‘The line, therefore, must be drawn 
by means involving a greater amount of attention to in. 
dividual cases,” and this line the ‘‘ proper officer” is to 
concern himself with drawing. We cannot but think that 
the difficulties of a statutory apportionment are more 
theoretical than practical, and that the scheme sug- 
gested is of the same kind. As to the group- 
ing of assize towns, it may be observed that 
it can be brought about at any time by Order in 
Council, under the 23rd section of the Judicature Act of 
1875. Local feeling, however, is strong against it, and 
the Government is not likely to be bold enough to sane. 
tion an order fully developing the sweeping powers of 
the section. 

It remains to be noticed that Sir James believes that 
codification of the criminal law ‘“‘ lies at the root of all 
reform on the subject,” and that, without codification, 
“all attempts at its improvement will of necessity be 
feeble and unconnected, and in many instances produc. 
tive of more harm than good.” He also admits that, 
“when every possible arrangement for economising time 
has been made, it may be necessary to appoint new 
judges.” If rumour speaks truly, an attempt in both 
these directions is likely to be made in the session of 
1878, 








A meeting of the judges was held on Saturday, at which, 
it is understood, it was resolved to hold concarrent Nisi Prius 
sittings at Westminster and London, commencing on the 
12th inst. 


On Saturday, in the Queen’s Bench Division, says the 
Times reporter, it was announved that on Monday a case 
of Pickup v. Marine Insurance Company would be taken, 
on which Mr, Batt, who is one of the counsel in the case, 
on the part of all the counsel on both sides in it, applied 
to the court not to take the case on Monday, as all of them 
would have to be at Guildhall; but the Lord Chief Justice 
said that could not be helped. The case had been stand- 
ing some time, and there were heavy arrears, and com- 
plaints were made of the judges on that acoount, as if they 
were to blame for want of diligence or application, and 
a anxious to lose no time in taking any of the cases 
which came on in their order to be heard, ite was well 
aware that counsel detained both at Westminster and 
Guildhall found it inconvenient to have the courts sitting 
at the same time at both places ; and — suitors who 
were anxious to have the services of partioular counsel 
were dissatisfied if they were deprived of their services; 

as far as possible, would be desirous of 
avoiding any such inconvenience. But they wore 
ond gould nob suspend the sliding? ai Weskaiacte 
not at ’ 
were bound to take oases in their order, or incon 
would result to suitors in other onses, 
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PROPRIETORS. 


A most important case on the law of libel with regard to 
the liability of newspaper proprietors was decided on the 
0th ult. by the Queen’s Bench Division. A criminal in- 
formation had been obtained against Messrs. Holbrook, the 

oprietors of the Portsmouth Times and Naval Gazette, 
for a libel published in that journal. The trial took 
place at the last summer assizes at Winchester, before 

Mr. Justice Lindley. The facts,: so far as material to 
the present point, were simply these :—The defendants 
themselves had no cognizance whatever of the libel, and 
one of them was actually absent from Portsmouth at 
the time of its insertion. The entire management of 
the literary department of the paper was committed by 
the defendants to an editor, by whose default the libel 
had been permitted to be inserted. 

Under these circumstances the defendants’ counsel 
telied on the provisions of the 7th section of 6 & 7 Vict. 
¢. 96, which enacts as follows :—‘* Whensoever, upon the 
trial of any indictment or information for the publica- 
tion of a libel, under the plea of not guilty, evidence shall 
have been given which shall establish a presumptive case 
of publication against the defendant by the act of any 
other person by his avthority, it shall be competent to 
such defendant to prove that such publication was made 
without his authority, consent, or knowledge, and that 
the said publication did not arise from want of due 
¢are cr caution on his part.” Mr. Justice Lindley, after 
consulting Lord Coleridge, ruled that the case was not 
within the section, on the ground that here the publica- 
tion was with the authority of the defendants, it being 
within the scope of the authority given by the defend- 
ants to the editor to publish what he might think 

per. This ruling the Queen’s Bench Division 

Cockburn, C.J., and Lush, J.; Mellor, J., dissenting) 
has overruled, and we think there can be very little 
doubt that this decision is correct. It seems to us that 
the view of Mr. Justice Lindley is too narrow, and 
looks too exclusively to the mere words of the section 
without considering what the previous state of the law 
was, and what was the evil that the Legislature in- 
tended to obviate. 

Looking at the matter in relation to legal principles, 
it seems necessary to begin with the elementary pro- 
position that for civil purposes a person may be made 
responsible for acts done by his agent or servant with- 

’ out any actual express authority from him, where the 
act is within the scope of a general authority given, 
or of the employment, or when the principal has, by 
his dealings with the agent, ewtitled the outside world 
to consider that the agent was authorized to do the 
particular act. For criminal purposes the law is, in 
general, otherwise. For such purposes there cannot, in 
general, be a presumption that there is authority to do 
¢riminal acts from a mere general authority ; nor can 
such acts be treated as within the scope of a general 
employment. ‘The reason is that, for criminal purposes, 
the existence of a mens rea is generally necessary, and 
though it may be very proper that the principal or 
master should be responsible civilly for the act of his 
servant when there is no moral wrong committed by 
him, it is obviously otherwise with regard to criminal 
responsibility, So though I may, perhaps, with justice 

‘be made liable in damages for my coachman’s negligence, 

it is obviously monstrous that I should be found guilty 
of manslaughter if he runs over anybody in the street. 

The law with regard to certain misdemeanours is, 
however, exceptional. There are certain cases in which 
mens rea is not essential, The old law as to libel with 
Tegard to newspaper proprietors formed one of these 
exceptions, If a man was the proprietor of a news- 
paper and delegated the man ent to some other 

— the law held that, if the delegate allowed a libel 

be in the paper, it must, even for criminal 
“"purposes, be taken to havo been inserted with the 
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was reasonable or not. It is, we think, reasonable 
that, for the protection of the public in certain cases 
of a special nature, mens rea should not be essential to 
criminal responsibility; but with regard to the press it 
must be remembered that there is all the protection that 
civil proceedings can afford, and that, together with 
criminal responsibility on the part of the person actually 
guilty, would appear to be sufficient as society in England 
at present exists. Sufficient protection against papers 
habitually scurrilous would, we conceive, be given by 
the concluding words of the 7th section, which provide 
that the proprietor shall not be exonerated if he has 
shown any want of caution. 

But we are not so much concerned to discuss what the 
proper state of the law would be, as what, in view of 
the old law at the time of the passing of the statute, the 
7th section must have meant. It seems obvious to us, 
as it seemed to Cockburn, C.J., and Lush, J., thatit was 
meant to assimilate the law of libel to the general 
criminal law. The words “presumptive case of pub- 
lication” seem to us to show this. The term 
“ authority ” has acquired, unfortunately, an ambiguous 
signification. It may mean either the actual mental as- 
sent of the principal to the act of the agent, or merely 
that the third person is entitled to presume such an as- 
sent. It seems to us that the former is the more correct 
use of the word, and that, in the latter class of cases, it 
is not correct to say that there is authority, but enly 
that third persons are entitled to act asif it existed. 
“ Presumptive authority ” would be, perhaps, the correct 
term. And we think ‘‘ presumptive publication ” in the 
section means exactly the same thing; it refers to cases 
where the law says the person shall be deemed to have 
published, though he has not mentally assented to the 
publication. The word “ authority,” consequently, in the 
latter part of the section, must be used in the sense of 
actual assent of the mind of the proprietor to the pub- 
lication. Mr. Justice Lindley treated the section as if 
the word “authority ” were to be construed as including 
what it frequently means in legal Viz., 
what we have called ‘‘ presumptive” as opposed to 
“actual” authority. We think it is clear that this is an 
erroneous construction. We do not think thata general 
authority to manage a paper in fact includes an actual 
assent to the publication of a libel init. It may entitle 
third persons for civil purposes to treat the giver 
of such authority as having assented; but this, as we 
have before said, is not, in our opinion, the meaning of 
the word “ authority” in this section. 

The prosecutors had very great difficulty in suggesting 
any mischief against which, on their construction, the 
section was aimed. It was suggested that the old law 
was that the proprietor was always responsible for 
everything that appeared in the paper, even if the in- 
sertion of the libel was the act of a person without any 
authority, actual or presumptive, eg., if any one bribed the 
printer to insert a libel unknown to those to whom the 
proprietor had intrusted the management of the pub- 
lication; and that such an anomaly as this was what the 
section aimed at. Again, it was suggested that there 
might be a case of a sleeping proprietor, who took no 
part in the management of the paper at all, and had no 
voice in the selection of the editor or other person who 
really managed it, and it was contended that such acase 
was intended to be provided for by the section; not a 
case where the defendants had actually authorized the 
editor to manage the paper, which necessarily included 

authority to insert what he thought right. The answer 
to this latter suggestion seems obvious. Why should 
such a sleeping proprietor be any better off than the 
managing proprietors ? If they are to be liable for the acts 
of the editor why should he not be? We cannot see 
any reason why he should not. With regard, however, 
to both these suggestions, even assuming the law to be 
as it is stated to be, which is extremely doubtful, the 
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mischiefs suggested are far too shadowy and too excep- 
tional to have been what the statute aimed at. It was 
obviously designed to remedy some supposed injustice 
or anomaly of a far more sweeping character. ‘With the 
greatest respect to Mr. Justice Mellor, the dissentient 
judge, whose judgments, even where they do not ulti- 
mately proveto becorrect, never fail to show great common 
sense, we do not think (to judge from the report of his 
judgment that has appeared in the daily papers) that 
he has thoroughly given effect to the essential difference 
between the nature of criminal and civil proceedings. 
He relies very forcibly on the fact that the defendants 
had given complete discretion to the editor ; that, by their 
express consent, he was to be their alter ego ; and, there- 
fore, he argues, they must be responsible for his acts. 
This is a sound and highly beneficial general principle 
in regard to civil liability, but the case stands far other- 
wise with regard to criminal matters. The general 
principle is otherwise, and it is only in exceptional cases 
that this principle applies to criminal proceedings. It 
seems to us, too, that the learned judge did not 
sufficiently deal with the question as to the meaning of 
the section, but proceeded too much on general grounds. 

It has been suggested that the meaning of the section 
is that the defendants could only give the evidence 
mentioned therein in mitigation of punishment, but the 
learned counsel for the prosecution seemed to place little 
reliance on such a contention, and we may remark that 
the marginal note to the section—“ Evidence to rebut 
prima facie case of publication by an agent”—is dead 
against such a construction. Without saying that no 
difficulty exists upon the language of the section—for it 
is rather curiously worded, and three learned judges 
have dissented from the construction adopted by 
Cockburn, C.J., and Lush, J.,in the recent case—it seems 
to us that the meaning must be that which has been 
attributed to it by the majority in the Queen’s Bench 
Division. 








THE TRUSTEE’S DUTY. 
Vit. 


Rute Il.—The trustee must Ieeep an even balance between 

the different persone beneficially interested.* 
(10) Iris in arranging the mode in which the fine for re- 
newal of leaseholds is to be borne as between the 
successive owners that the most difficult questions arise. 
There are three classes of cases: (a) where the particular 
fund from which the fines are to be paid is pointed out; 
(6) where a discretion is given to the trustees to select 
the fand out of which the fines are to be paid; and (c) 
where no direction is given as to the mode of payment 
of the fines. 

(a) Where the fund is pointed out.—If the instrument 
creating the trust provides that the fines shall be raised 
by sale of a portion of the trust estate, there is good 
ground for saying that the corpus of the estate is to bear 
the fine, and that the entire estate was intended to be 
settled subject to the subordinate direction that it was 
to undergo a perpetual diminution with a view to being 
hanes preserved (see Jones v. Jones, 5 Hare, at p. 

If the instrument provides that the fine shall be raised 
by mortgage of the trust estate, more difficulty arises in 
adjusting the rights of the persons successively entitled. 
If a tenant for life is bound only to keep down the in- 
terest on a mortgage effected for the purpose of renewing 
the lease, the remainderman might become entitled to 
the renewed lease when it was nearly expiring, and yet 
have to repay the whole of the principal money raised 
for ite renewal (Greenwood v. Evans, 4 Beay, 44), The 
tenant for life must contribute to the cost of renewal in 
pe to his actual enjoyment (White ¥. White, 9 

es, 564; see p. 562). Mow this contribution is to be 
settled will be discussed hereafter, 


———— 

If the instrument provides that the expenses of 
newal shall be raised out of the rents and profits, it is 
not necessarily the annual rents and profits only which 
can be resorted to for this purpose; it seems that the 
words will be construed as implying a power to raise the 
fine by sale or mortgage when necessary (Allan v. Bask. 
house, 2 V. & B.65). But it seems that in the case of 
leaseholds for years, where the period for renewal ig 
certain, the trustees may retain an annual sum out of 
the rents and profits from the tenant for life, to provide. 
for the future renewal (see Shaftesbury v. Marlborough, 
2 My. & K. at p. 121). 

Trustees of renewable leaseholds for lives or years under 
instruments executed since the 28th of August, 1860, 
may pay any fine required for the purpose of r. 
newal, under the provisions of the section before cited * 
out of any money which may then be in their 
hands in trust for the persons beneficially interested 
in the lands comprised in the renewed lease, and if they 
have not in their hands sufficient money for the p 
they may raise the money by mortgage of the heredita. 
ments contained in the renewed lease, or of any other 
hereditaments for the time being subject to the subsist. 
ing uses or trusts to which the hereditaments comprised 
in the renewed lease shall be subject; “‘and for the 
purpose of effecting such mortgage such persons shall 
have the same powers of conveying or otherwise as 
suring as are herein contained with reference to a con 
veyance on sale; and no mortgagee advancing money 
upon such mortgage purporting to be made under this 
power shall be bound to see that such money is wanted, 
or that no more is raised than is wanted for the pu 
poses aforesaid” (23 & 24 Vict. c. 145, s. 10). 

(b) Where a discretion is given to the trustees.— Where 
trustees are empowered to raise the fine either out of 
the rents and profits or by mortgage of the trust estate, 
it has been said that the authority to mortgage cannot 
be considered as given to the trustees to leave it to their 
option whether they would or would not throw the 
charge of renewal on the corpus of the property, but as 
given to them to advance the declared p s of the 
settlement for the benefit of those in remainder, and to 
protect the property in special circumstances where the 
fine for renewal could not be otherwise supplied 
(Milsingtown v. Portmore, 5 Mad. 471). Hence, where 
the court has to administer the trust it will pursue the 
rule it adopts in cases where no direction is given as to 
the mode of raising the fine for renewal (Jones v. Jones, 
5 Hare, 440, 464; Ainslie v. Harcourt, 28 Beav. 313), 
But it has been doubted whether if trustees on whom an 
express discretion as to the selection of the mode of raising 
the fine is conferred choose to throw the burden in & 
manner not in accordance with the rule, the court 
interfere and alter the way in which they have placed 
the burden (see Jones v. Jones, 5 Hare, at p. 464). 

Where there is a trust to renew leases out of the 
rents, issues, and profits, followed by a power, in cast, 
from any cause, the money wanted to pay the 
should not be produced by the ways and means afore- 
said, to mortgage, the fines must be paid out of the 
income if it is sufficient for that purpose (Solley % 
Wood, 29 Beav. 482). Where other estates are 
to trustees on trust, by sale or mortgage, to raise sufficient 
to pay the renewal fines on renewable leascholds, those 
estates must, of course, bear the burden of the fines, 
and the tenant for life of them will have no other 
burden than that of keeping down the interest on the 
mortgage necessary for the purpose ( Ainslie v. 

28 Beav. 313). 

(c) Where no direction is given.—Where the inetri- 
ment creating the trust directs the lease to be 
from time to time, but contains no provision as to the 
mode in which the fine is to be raised, the fine must be 
borne by the successively entitled, in 
to their enjoyment of the estate (Jones v. Jones, 5 Hare, 
440). The old rule that the tenant for lite shall beat 





* Continued from p, 68, 





* Boo ante p, 68. 
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one-third of the fine has long since been overruled 
os Nightingale- vy. Lawson, 1 Bro. ©. ©. 440 
ickering v. Vowles, Ibid. 198; Verney v. Verney, 1 
Ves. 428 (the decree in that case was mado by consent: 
see the note at p. 430); White v. White, 4 Ves. at p. 
88; Shaftesbury v. Marlborough, 2 My. & K. at p. 118). 
But how is the apportionment in proportion to the 
ent of the estate to be carried out ? ~The enjoy- 
ment in proportion to which the parties are to pay 
means their actual enjoyment, and not an extent of 
enjoyment to be determined by mere speculation or by a 
calculation of probabilities (see, however, Reeves v. Cres- 
wick, 3 Y. & ©. 715). If the tenant for life renews, 
there isno great difficulty ; his estate will have a lien 
for what he has overpaid beyond his actual enjoyment. 
Aad as, in computing the amount of the fine for a lease 
in reversion, the lessors reckon such a sum as, when in- 
yested and accumulated till the end of the existing lease, 
will amount to the value in possession of the renewed 
lease, compound interest at four per cent, will be allowed 
to the estate of the tenant for life, on the proportion 
attributable to the remainderman up to the death of the 
tenant for life, and simple interest at four per cent. 
from that date till payment (Bradford v. Brownjohn, 
16 W. R. 1178, L. R. 3 Ch. 711). It may, perhaps, be 
suggested whether compound interest on the proportion 
attributable to the remainderman should not be allowed 
up to the falling into possession of the renewed lease 
only, instead of up to the death of the tenant for life ? 
But where the renewal is made by the remainderman 
or the trustee a more difficult question arises. The 
tenant for life may enjoy the estate during his whole 
life without bearing any greater charge than the interest 
on the debt created by the renewal; and he may leave 
no assets to pay his proportion of the principal. In this 
case, it appears, the court will require security to be 
given by the tenant for life (White v. White, 9 Ves. at 
p. 559). But for what sum? The course adopted 
appears to be to require the tenant for life to give 
security in the first instance for an amount calculated on 
the assumption that his life will last during a portion of 
the renewed lease. If he outlives the time during which 
it was assumed that his life would last, he may be called 
upon to give further security to cover the additional pro- 
portion then to be ascribed to him. The form of order 
adopted is to direct the tenant for life to keep down the 


. interest of the money borrowed for the purpose of pay- 


ing the fine, and to direct an inquiry to ascertain (by 
anticipation) what proportion of the fine is payable by 
the tenant for life; a reference to approve a security and 
a declaration that the reference and security are to be 
without prejudice to the questitn of whether the tenant 
for life may not be liable to pay less or more than the 
sum for which the security is given (Jones v. Jones, 5 
Hare, 440; Allen v. Backhouse, 2 V. & B. 65). 


No distinction is to be drawn, in considering this 
uestion, between leases for years and leases for lives. 
The principle may be in some cases more difficult of 
application to leases for lives then to leases for years, 
and there may be a difference in the mode of raising 
the fine, but the question as to the proportion and the 
manner in which the tenant for life and remainderman 
are to bear the charge is unaffected by that distinction. 
(White v. White, 9 Ves, 554; Allen v. Backhouse, 2 
V.&B. 65; Greenwood v. Evans, 4 Beav. 44; Jones v. 
Jones, 5 Hare, at p, 460; Bradford v. Brownjohn, 16 
W. RB. at p.1179; L. R. 8 Oh. at p. 714.) It is easy to 
see, however, that oases may arise in leases for lives 
where this principle cannot be applied, ¢.g., a lease 
for the life of a third person, settled on persons in 
Succession may be renewed for the life of a fourth 
em and the new cestui que vie may die before the 
ith of the original cestui que vie; here neither the 
tenant for life nor the paren fle has any actual en- 
te Jr elf ie the fine (rusts 7 ae lease . 
at in says ts, p. 889), “it 
@iffoult to discern any other peneigie of adjustment 








than one of the following,” viz. (put shortly) (1) that 
tenant for life and remainderman shall contribute 
according to their chance of benefit at the time of the re- 
newal, or (2) that the remainderman’s proportion should 
be regulated by the actual benefit derived, or (3) that 
the tenant for life’s proportion should be regulated by 
the actual benefit derived. The first. course would 
clearly be the most equitable, but we are not aware of 
any authority on the subject. 

In the case of leaseholds for lives provision has been 
made by assurance of the lives of the cestuis que vie, for 
a@sum sufficient for future renewals of the leases 
in case of any lives dropping during the life of the 
tenant for life of the leaseholds, the annual premiums 
being paid out of the rents and profits. (Shaftesbury 
v. Mariborough, 2 My. & K. at p. 124; see also Green- 
wood v. Evans, 4 Beav. at p. 47. 

Where renewal of the lease has become impossible, the 
trustees ought not to adopt any course of 
which will throw any undue burden on any person en- 
titled in succession. Thus where the reversion of lease- 
holds had vested in the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, and 
renewal had become impossible, the court refused, under 
the Ecclesiastical Commission Act (23 & 24 Vict. c. 124) 
—which (section 20) empowers trustees of a lease by an 
ecclesiastical corporation with power to raise money for 
the purpose of procuring a renewal of such lease, to 
raise money for the purpose of purchasing the reversion 
of such lease—to approve an agreement for the purchase 
of the reversion on the lease, because the result would be 
to deprive the tenant for life of a considerable portion of 
his income, and the benefit of the arrangement would go 
to the remainderman (Hayward v. Pile, 18 W. RB. 556, 
L. R. 5 Ch. 214). But where the instrument creating 
the trust contains directions amounting to a trust for 
renewal overriding the interest of the tenant for life, 
and also an absolute power of sale in the trustees, the 
tenant for life is not entitled to object, on the ground of 
the reduction of his income, to any arrangement in liew 
of renewal which may be made under the provisions of 
the Act, when renewal ceases to be possible, so long as 
the best practicable terms are obtained. The property 
purchased from the commissioners at the price agreed 
upon represents, under those circumstances, the per- 
manent or capitalized value of the trust property for the 
purpose of that succession of interests which the testator 
intended; and the court will, in this case, direct an 
inquiry as to whether the arrangement is proper and 
beneficial, what sum it will be necessary to provide, and 
how such sum ought to be raised and provided (Hollier v. 
Burne, 21 W. R. 805, L. R. 16 Eq. 163). 

The question as to what shall be done when renewal 
has become impossible, with a fund which has beer 
accumulated out of rents and profits for the payment of 
the fine on renewal, depends on the same principle as was 
applied to the decision of the last-mentioned case. If 
the trast for renewal is paramount to the interest of the 
tenant for life--eg., where the first trust is to renew 
from time to time, and to raise the necessary funds out of 
income—the accumulated fund must be invested and the 
income only paid to the tenart for life ( Maddy v, Hale, 24 
W. BR. 1005, reversing the decision of Malius, V.C.; Re 
Wood's Estate, 19 W. R. 59, L. R. 11 Eg, 572). Where 
there is no predominant trust for renewal overriding the 
dispositions in favour of the successive beneficiaries— 
¢.g., if there is merely a proviso that it shall be lawful 
for the trustees at their own diseretion to renew—the 
acoumulated fand will belong to the tenant for life 

Tardif v. Robinson, stated, 27 Beay, 629; Morres v. 

‘odges, 27 Beav. 625). 

(11) Where copyholds are vested in trustees on trust for 
persons in succession, the fines payable on admission of 
trustees must be borne im the same way as the fines on 
renewal of leaseholds (Carter v, Seadrighé, 26 Beav. 374, 
376), é.¢., uniess a different provision is made in theinstra- 
ment creating the trust, by the tenaut for life and remain- 
derman in proportion to their respective interests ( 26a). 
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Recent Bectstaws. 


RESTRAINT ON ANTICIPATION. 
(Thomas v. Price, V.C.H., 46 L. J. Ch. 761.) 


In this case Vice-Chancellor Hall had to decide the 
question whether a married woman can by fraudulent 
suppression of a restraint on anticipation make effectual 
her assignment of property subject to the restraint. 
His lordship held that the restraint was an incident of 
the estate, not to be affected by any act of its owner. 
Tf it could have been regarded as a mere disability of 
the married woman to dispose in a certain way of her 
property, fraudulent suppression of the fact might well 
have been regarded as disentitling her to take advantage 
of it. On that principle, the inability to contract of in- 
fants and married women has been overcome. But 
previous dicta of eminent judges from Lord Eldon 
downwards indicated that the restraint on anticipation 
was a quality inherent in the property. 

The case in question presented on the surface a 
further peculiarity. The property was a fund in court, 
which the woman had mortgaged, giving by the deed 
power to the mortgagee to apply for payment of the 
dividends. The mortgagee had accordingly obtained an 
order for payment of the dividends to himself; and the 
present application was by the married woman to get 

_ Tid of that order. Thus it was argued that she was 
asking the court to assist her fraud. The court was, 
however, bound to undo its own improvident act, 
although the consequence unfortunately was that the 
scheme was perfected. 


SELF-CRIMINATING EVIDENCE. 
(In re Firth, Ex parte Schofield, C.A., 26 W. R. 9.) 


It is well settled that a bankrupt is bound, on his exami- 
nation in bankruptcy, to answer all questions relating to 
his property, although his answers may incidentally show 
that he has been guilty of some offence (Ex parte Cossens, 
Buck. 540), The reason is that he is under a personal 
obligation to give up all his estate and effects to his 
creditors, and to disclose to them all the information in 
his power relating to his estate and effects. But in 
this case it was attempted to extend this rule to a mere 
witness, the son of the bankrupt, who had been 
summoned to give evidence respecting the property of 
the bankrupt. It is obvious that no reason exists for 
introducing a different rule in this case from that which 
prevails in reference to other matters; and the court 
held that the witness was entitled to avail himself of the 
protection which every witness in any other proceedings 
has—that is, the right to refuse to answer any question 
which would tend to criminate himself. 





“A Solicitor’ wites to the Times:—‘ Having been 
sub ed to attend the trial of an action with wilnesses 
in Mr. Justice Fry’s court, in which they wera ordered out 
of court (not an uncommon thing), the public have, I think, 
great canse to complain of the state of things which exists 
on such occasions. There being no accommodation what- 
ever provided for the witnesses, they are compelled (women 
as well as men) to stand about in the open air for hours and 
even days together, in all weathers, which at this season is 
not only unpleasant but dangerous to health. This is, I 
believe, the case with all the courts of the Chancery 
Division, and is, I submit, a state of things which ought 
not to exist. In the interest of the public I think that 
this ought to be made known, in the hope that somethin 
may be done for providing a proper place of shelter oa 
resort for witnesees attending the courts in Lincoln’s-inp, 
and thus remove what is at nt a great scandal attend- 
dw sition lng ago fo ha gevanc, whch ving the 

w a! ago to th which the 
nt oe t— 





Rehiews. 


BY LAWS. 


An Essay on By Laws; witH AN APPENDIX CONTAINING 
Mopzt By Laws 1ssvzp BY THE Boarp oF Traps, raz 
Epvucation DEPARTMENT, AND THE Local GovERNmayr 
Boarv. By W. G. Lumzzy, Esq., LL.M, Q.0,, 
Counsel to the Local Government Board and the 
Education Department. Knight & Oo.; W. Maxwell 
& Son. 


This book not only supplies a want which must haye 
been felt in many quarters of late, but is of no small 
historical and archeological value, and is, moreover, 
so pleasantly written that, although relating to what 
would seem to be one of the driest of subjects, it is by 
no means uninteresting reading. As Mr. Lumley says, 
the public have little notion of the great varieties of laws 
which now, under the name of by laws, prevail in the 
different parts of the kingdom in relation to the same 
subjects; and we may add that the public have probably 


still less conception of the looseness with which many” 


of thesc laws are expressed, or of the recklessness with 
which local authorities intrusted with the power of 
legislation sometimes overstep the bounds of their au. 
thority to make by laws. Of the former tendency, Mr, 
Lumley gives some amusing instances (p. 147) of by 
laws, gravely setting forth a moral duty, or a matter of 
expediency, instead of commanding or prohibiting, ey, 
“No bathing-machine should be unprovided with proper 
cloths” ; “no carriage should hold more than four pas- 
sengers”; while of the latter tendency the law reports 
are but too full of examples. Both these evils ought to 
be diminished by the publication of this valuable work, 
Mr. Lumley starts by considering the definition of a 
by law (the ancient orthography he prefers to the modem 
bye-law), suggesting the following :—“‘ A by law is a lay 
made with due legal obligation, by some authority less 
than the Sovereign and Parliament, in respect of a matter 
specially or impliedly referred to that authority, and not 
provided for by the general law of the land.” The de- 
finition seems wide, but it is not necessary to go farin 
the book to see that it is not too wide. For when we 
come to the authority for making the by law (chap. 2), 
we find singular rules laid down in the old cases as to 
the bodies authorized to make these laws, Thus it appears 
that parishioners or townsmen of one parish or town 
“are by the common law (as it were) incorporate for 
some necessities,” as for repairing their church or the like, 
and the majority may, without a custom, make by laws 
(Norris v. Staps, Hob. 211; Gosling v. Veley, 29 L. J. 
(N. 8.) Q. B. 149). And by custom, according to Lea, 
0.J. (2 Roll. R. 392), the court leet could make by laws, 
“not only in reference to husbandry, but also to trades 
and mysteries.” In addition to these sources of authority 
for by laws, viz., necessary implication and custom, Mr. 
Lumley discusses at considerable length the authority by 
charter and by statute. In the next chapter he treats 
of the making of the by law, giving at the close of the 
chapter terse practical hintsasto the mode of framing 
by laws. The next chapter relates to the properties of 
by laws, and under the head of their reasonable- 
ness a curious string of cases is given on by laws 
with regard to providing refreshments; Under 
“ Regulations of Trade” we find the history of the re- 
markable contest of the Corporation of London with the 
courts of law as to the validity of the by law limiting 
the number of carts to be worked within the City to 420, 
and imposing a fine on every cart not licensed. In its 
first form this by law was held 
reasonable restraint of trade. 
frequently occupied the attention of the courts during 
the seventeenth century, the result being that it was 
ultimately established. In subsequent chapters Mr. 
Lumley the mode of aimee aa 
and enforcing by laws, and the evidence construce 
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tion of by laws ; and in an appendix he gives a number 

model by laws by the Board of Trade, Education De- 
ent, and Local Government Department. 

It will be seen from what we have stated that the 
qork contains a very complete discussion of a subject 
mwhich singularly little has been written in modern 
times. We may add that the matter of the work is well 
granged, tersely stated, and agreeably written; and we 
need not add that for the accuracy of the information 
given Mr. Lumley’s name is a sufficient guarantee. 





MAGISTRATES LAW. 


Sronz’s Practice ror Justices or THE Peace, Justices’ 
Crsrxs, ann Soxicrtors, at Petry anp Speciat Szs- 
sions, IN SuMMARY Martrers anv InpicTABLE OFFENCES; 
wits A List or Summary Convictions, AND OF MATTERS 
yor Criminat. With Forms. By THomas Sewstu 
Pritcuarp, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons; H. 
Sweet; W. Maxwell & Sons. 1877. 


The first edition of this work was published in 1836, 
and the seventh in 1863, “The design of the present 
edition,” we are told in the preface, ‘“‘has been de- 
veloped with a view to offer to magistrates and practi- 
timers, in one volume of moderate size, a complete 
general account of the procedure at petty sessions, in 
mmmary matters and indictable offences, in such a con- 
secutive form, according to the usual order of events, as 
to render easily attainable information on any point of 
procedure as it may arise at any given period of the 
proceedings.” Looking to Mr. Pritchard's familiarity 
with his subject, and the reputation he has acquired in 
connection with ‘‘ Burn’s Justice” and his own original 
work upon the “ Practice of Quarter Sessions,” we ex- 
pected not a little of this present treatise, and we may 
at once say that we are not disappointed. In clearness 
of exposition, in choice of matter, and, above all, in 
orderliness of arrangement, the book leaves little to be 


We are first presented with an account of the consti- 
tution, jurisdiction, and practice of petty sessions, 
Then the duties of justices in regard to appeals are 
stated—shortly, we are glad to observe—and then the 
practice on stating a case. Six chapters follow treating 
separately and in detail “certain special matters of 
general importance and frequency,” e¢g., common 
assaults; offences against the Licensing Acts, Public 
Health Acts, Highway Acts, &c. In these chapters the 
very words of the more important enactments are re- 
printed in the text. This is, we think, a good plan, but 
We could have wished that the citations had been more 
plainly marked than is done by the barely distinctive 
type employed, and that the references had not been (in 
this case at least) placed in foot-notes. 

The list of summary convictions and orders, which “ is 
Intended to embrace all those summary convictions 
which most frequently occur in actual practice, but is 
not intended to obviate the necessity of referring to the 
statute-book,” is exceedingly well compiled. We would 
take exception, however, to the classing of ‘exposing 
bai meat for sale” under “Cruelty to Animals” and to 
the following :—‘ Disorderly houses. Hours of opening: 
see 38 Vict. c, 21,8. 1.” This is the only mention we 
have of the statute cited, and, on reference to it, we 

d imagine that “amusement” or some such title 
was its more proper heading. The foot-notes are very 
Properly short, but we think, in dealing with adultera- 
tion, Mr. Pritchard might have told us more than this : 

Express representation of the quality of the article was 
Wnecessary under repealed statute; Fitepatrick v. Kelly 
(a2 L. J. M. O, 132, L. R. 8 Q. B. 337).” Agaiv, under 

Agricultural Gangs,” section 12 of 36 & 37 Vict. c. 67, 
isabstracted thus—" Employer relieved and parent made 


Wable in certain cases.” Mr. Pritchard should either 


tell his readers in the abstract what these cases are, or 


“ certain special matters of general importance” treated 
of in detail as above stated, are not abstracted in the 
“list,” which only supplies a reference thus :—“ Towns, 
health of, see chap. x.; Offences against Public Health 
Act, ante, p. 297.” We have a very great objec- 
tion to anything like repetition, but, looking to the 
value of a complete list, we think that the “special 
matters,” although treated in detail in the previous 
chapters, might very fairly have been looked for in the 
list.” 

Part II. treats of “ orders for the payment of money, 
and in matters not criminal.” The same plan is adopted 
as that pursued in reference to convictions. The lay 
reader, however, and, perhaps, sometimes the profes- 
sional one, will miss some little prefatory comment to 
the lengthy and involved sections which so frequently 
meet his eye—see, for instance, 35 & 36 Vict. c. 65, -s. 
5; 7&8 Vict.c.101,8.5; and 35 & 36 Vict. c. 65, s. 
7, which follow one another at pp. 515—517; and 9 
Geo. 4, c. 61, s. 14 (one of the most difficult sections in 
any Act of Parliament), which is printed (very properly 
verbatim) at pp. 548 and 549. The mere statement of 
the cases does not seem tous to be sufficiently explanatory, 
and we miss a comparison of the “interim licence’’ 
with the “ temporary transfer.” “ Highway,” “ highway 
rates,” ‘‘poor rates,” ‘‘other rates,” and “removal 
orders” are, on the other hand, treated very satisfac- 
torily, except that, besides a reference to the “ fourth 
volume of Burn’s Justice,” we should have expected to 
seea few words pointing out the effect of that recent 
legislation on the “ status of irremovability ” which 
makes, in the future, the learning upon the law: of 
settlement of so little practical value. 

After another useful “ list,” relating to orders in petty 
sessions, we come to part III., which deals with the duties 
of justices of the peace with respect to indictable 
offences. Here, also, we have many enactments at 
length, but the part opens with ‘‘ general observations,” 
and the necessary tediousness of the work is relieved by 
a more explanatory and easy style. After a copious list 
of forms (and we may mention that each “ part” has its 
own set of forms), an intelligent and analytical 
index concludes the book. We notice, with some 
little regret, that the addenda extend over four 
pages, and it seems almost a pity that the publication of 
the work could not have been delayed until the 
Justices’ Clerks Act, 1877, and the Prisons Act, 1877, 
could have been noticed in the body of it in their proper 
places. 

The book, as a whole, is thoroughly satisfactory, and, 
having gone carefully through it, we can recommend it 
with confidence to the numerous body of our readers 
who are daily interested in the subjects to which it re- 
lates. 








The Times reporter gives the following details of the pro- 
gress made with cases at Westminster:—At the beginning 
of the sitti there were 860 causes for tril, of which there 
have been withdrawn or strack out not less than 130, the 
suitors, no doubt, either wearied with delay or having ob- 
tained the advantage of delay ; and in addition nearly fifty 
have been made remanets by the parties, and nearly forty 
are stayed by commissions to take evidence abroad. There 
have been tried only 150, and there were, therefore, left 
untried out of the original list about 570 causes; and since 
then thers have been about 130 new causes entered for trial, 
so that there are about 700 causes now standing here for trial. 
There are about 450 [506] causes for trial at Guildhall, of 
which, however, about seventy are stayed by commissions 
for evidence, and about as many are actions against the same 

ers, Mr. Grant, arising out of the same transactions as in 

« yeross v. Grant ; and it is possible they may not be tried, 
as an appeal is now pending in that case; so that 
there are not above 300 causes really ready for trial at 
Guilchall, though the number is aE yer Thus, 





It is to be observed that tho 


leave the section alone. 


speaking roughly, there are about 1, causes for trial in 
ee and Middlesex. 
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General CurrespanvVence. 


SPECIAL RETAINERS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journat.} 


Sir,—That the rule, which is stated by your corre- 
spondents “J. T. D.” and ‘‘ Agricola,” in your issue of 
the 1st inst.,is well established, and is founded upon 
reason, cannot be disputed. But neither correspondent 
notices another point in the case with regard to whieh 
there may be a doubt whether a rule exists, although 
there cannot, I think, be much doubt that if it does 
exist it ought to be abolished. 

A barrister, whether an ‘‘ eminent serjeant”’ or an 
obscure junior, has an undoubted right to a brief in a 
ease in which he has been retained; but has he a right 
to enforce his claim by stopping the course of justice ? 
And can another barrister who has accepted a brief in 
the case, and been paid a fee to conduct it, be entitled 
to decline to do his work because a member of his own 
profession has not received his due from the client ? 

Suppose a solicitor is retained by a client who after- 
wards declines to employ him, and retains another soli- 
citor in his stead; could the second solicitor refuse to 
act on his retainer because the first was aggrieved ? 

It may be said that the cases are not analogous, be- 
cause the first solicitor could sue the client for breach of 
contract, while the barrister could not. That is true, 
although I trust that there are very few solicitors who 
would bring such an action. But so long as barristers 
prefer the present state of the law, which, while it dis- 
entitles them to sue for their fees, exempts them from 
liability for breach of contract (and they being willing 
the law would soon be altered), so long they should be 
content to evoid the use of any compulsory means to 
enforce their claims. : 

That an “ eminent serjeant” should (with the appro- 
bation of a judge) be entitled to arrest the course of 
justice, and put both parties to a litigation to the ex- 
pense of an adjournment, because he has not received 
the fee to which he was entitled, seems to me to be one 
of those propositions which have only to be stated to be 
eondemned. G. H. 

Liverpool, Dec. 4. 





THE MIDDLESEX REGISTRY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,— Registration of title being no doubt shelved for 
another twenty years, I venture to submit to your con- 
sideration, and that of your readers, whether we should 
not endeavour to rescue the Middlesex Registry from its 
present alarming condition. 

Whether it is not alarming let any solicitor say who 
has to search there. The plan adopted was probably the 
only one possible when the registry was established, 
but now, with an ordnance map showing every house, it 
ig surely worth some effort and some outlay to have the 
index reconstructed, say, for the last twenty years (and, 
of course, for the future), as an index of properties. 

The deputy-registrar would, I am persuaded, feel 

to add to the claims he has already on the good- 
will of the profession. The purchaser or mortgagee, 
to whom the present state of things offers but a pre- 
earious protection, could not complain of higher search 
fees. No prudent solicitor would object to have his 
attendance shortened in order to possess some assurance 
(which he certainly bas not at present) that he has not 
missed some document in the course of the (now) 
stapefying process. 

L hold the continuance of the present system to be 
fraught with danger to solicitors a6 well as to their 
clients. 

Dimedale’s case shows that any registry is better than 
sone, and registrationiste and anti-registrationistse may 





a 


well combine in endeavouring to prevent the registry. 
A, 


which we have, and are compelled to use, from becoming 
a delusion and a snare. : 





A SWISS LEGAL AGENCY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 
Sir,—You may like to note the advertisement given 
below from the Daily Telegraph of to-day. It is the 
first of the kind I have seen. Epwarp Preston, 
1, Great College-street, Westminster, 8.W., 4th Dee, 
The following is the advertisement referred to :— 


FFICE JUDICIAIRE, SUISSE, , Re- 





rponsible Maneger, —— .— This officeundertakes fcr the whole . 


of Switzer'ard tle setticment ofall contentious questivns, and eg 
pecially— 

1, The recovery of disputed and admitted liabilities. 

2. The re presentation of creditors at tankruptcy meetings, liquids. 
tions, compositions, 

3 The supyly of commercial in’o-mation. 

4. Connseis’ cyinion and legal infermation. 

5. The defence of cases of literary end artistic copyright and in. 
éustria! trade marks. 

Customers having claims to put forward need merely send all the 
necessary title-ceeds end ¢ocuments, together with a power of at 
tcrney, to the Office Judicisire, Suisee, 
to bring tny eontenticus difficulty to the most advantageous issue for 
those ent nsting their business to its care. 

1. Recovery of disyuted and acmitied liabilities.—Fees on encash. 
ments: From } to 5C0 trarcs, five per cent., minimum 2f.; from 500t9 
2,000 trance, fovr per cent., minimum 25f. ; from 2,000 to 4,000 franes, 
three yer cent., minimum 8!f, ; from.4,000 francs and above, two 
cent., minymum 1:0f. Fixed fee cf 2f. to 5f. for ary unrecove: 
om. All cc sts to be yaid by the claimant, ebould the debtor be ine 
solvent. 

2. Reyreeen‘ation at tankruptcy mec tings, &c.—Right of exhibition, 
5f.; fee on encashmenis as above. 

8. Commercial infoimaticn on tle whole of Switzerland, If, 10¢,, 
with cr without subscription; postage extra. 

4and 5. Law +uits «nd ccuneels’ opinion.— The fees are mcederate, 

Pes wh get ene s ard fees cf cone-pondents are always extra. 








The Emperor of Austria hes commuted the sentence of 
death passed upon Henry de Tourville, and the Supreme Tri- 
bunal of Viennalas condemned the convict to eighteen years 
penal s ervitude, which he will undergo in the fortress of 
Gradiska. 


In arguing a motion to disbar an attorney before the 
Supreme Court of New York, says the Central Law 
Journal, Mr. Delafield, the prosecuting counsel in the case, 
spoke as follows in respect to recreant lawyers :— ‘‘It is not 
pity, it is not charity, to condone the faults of the lawyer 
who is recreant to his trust. Itis nothing but mawkish senti- 
ment that can extenuate or pardon those crimes. Many of 
the difficulties of this problem have teen lately solved by 
the Incorporated Law Society of London, at whose instance, 
in one year (1874) six solicitors were struck off the rolls, 
three cases were referrcd to masters for report, and four 
were abandoned in consequence of the flight of the delin- 
quents. In the State of New York it is rare to disbar an 
attorney; but the difference is due to moral weakness and 
not to any superiority of our attorneys over their English 
brethren, The best interests of society require tbat the 
good lawyer should be treated with the highest respect, and 
the bad one punished with the utmost severity. Thus 
alone can the bar be purged of its dross and raised to the 
position it should hold. In determining these cases courts 
should be cold as icicles and rigorously just. Lawyers are 
introsted by the State with a great and valuable monopoly 
ond unusual immunities. They alone are allowed to repre- 
sent the people in the courts in the pursuit or defence of 
fortune, sod alone oppore a barrier to persecution and 
pression, and almost every man at some period of bis 
must depend upon them in defence or pursuit of property 
or life or rights dearer than either. No friend, no relative, 
however dear, no doctor hewever learned, is, in those 
emergencies, permitted to intervene. The State distinetly 
says that in all of these matters the citizen who cannot 
teet himself shall employ a lawyer and none other. 
monopoly is absolute, the privilege is exclusive, In retura 
for this meneeety they must have approved character and 
learning.’ 6 moment these conriderations fail, the 
privilege shou'd cease. Tho great trath which must ever 


govern these cases is, that of those to whom much is given 


much shall be required.” 


, Which isin a position | 
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Cases of the Greek. 


Re sTRrcTive Covenant as TO Usz or Lanp—‘“‘ Private 
ENCE’ — ConstrucTION — Warver.— In a case of 

Germ an v. Chapman, decided by the Court of Appeal on the 
30th ult., the defendant, on the purchace by him of part of 
an estate from the plaintiff, entered int» a c venant that 
“no house or otl er building to b2 er:cted on the lwnd shall 
be used cr ocerpied otherwise then asand fur a private re- 
gidence only, and not for any purpose of trade.” The 
estate, which consisted of fifty-seven acres, was laid out for 
building purposes, and the purchasers of other portions en- 
tered into similar restrictive covenants. The defendant en- 
tered into an agreement to sell his portion to the trustees of 
acharitable institution, who intended to erect on the land 


+a large building to be used as a school for 100 girls, who 


were to be lcdged, boarded, and educated there. Bacon, 
‘V.C., held that this would not be a breach of the defendant’s 
covenant. But the Court of Appeal (James, Baggallay, 
and The-iger, L.JJ.) were clearly of a contrary opinion. 
They said that the words in the latter part of the covenant, 
“for any purpose of trade,” could not be construed aa in 
any way limiting or defining the words in the former part, 
**4s and for a private residence only ” ; they were rather an 
addition to them. The words ‘‘ private residence ” must be 
construed according to their plain ordinary meaning, and it 
was impossible to say that the use of a building in the way 
ie would be a use of itas a private residence. The 
efendant, however, alleged that the plaintiff had waived 
the covenant, inasmuch as he had permitted a house built 
on one extremity of the estate to be used as a private school 
for eighteen boarders. The court, however, held that it 
‘would be absurd to treat this as a waiver of the restrictive 
covenants with regard to the whole estate. The principle of 
such decisions as Peek y. Matthews (15 W. R. 689, L. R. 3 
Eq. 518) and Roper v. Wiiliams (T. & R. 18) was this— 
that where an estute had been sold or let to a number of 
purchasers or tenante, each of whom hed entered into a re- 
strictive covenant with regard to the use of the land with 
vendor or owner, in regard to such things, ¢.g., as the 
uniformity of lines of frontage, or the general style of the 
buildings upon the estate, if the vendor or owner had per- 
mitted a deviation in many instances from the general plan, 
to that practically the general scheme had been abandoned, 
he would not be allowed, after such conduct on his part, to 
come into a court of equity to enfirce the covenant against 
a single purckaser or lessee for the mere purpose of 
harassing him, or extorting money from him. But it would 
be atsurd to say that, because the owner of a largo 
estate, like the Duke of Westminster's estate, had permitted 
the tenant of a bouse in some back alley to commit a breach 
of his coverant, he had waived the restrictive covenants 
tegard to the whole of the estate. It would be 
moustrous to hold that the owneg of an estate cou'd not do 
‘an act of kindness to one of his tenants without abandoning 
altogether his legal rights over the whole estate. These 
observations are of some importance, as they seem to 
alify to a great extent the generality’ of Lord Eldon’s 
nguage in Roper v. Williams. 





PreapiInc—Darence—Generat Denuat—Onp, 19, RR. 
17, 20, 22.—On the same day the Court of Appeal affirmed 
the decision of Fry, J., in Byrd v. Nunn (25 W. R. 749, 
L. R. 5 Ch. D, 781), upon an important point of pleading. 
The action was for the specific performance of an agreement 
to grant a lease. The statement of claim alleged that on 
the 20th of February, 1865, John Hutley, the defendant's 
predecessor in title, agreed by writing under the hand of his 
agent, thereunto lawfully authorized by writing, with 
Anthony Byrd, the plaintiff's predecessor in title, to grant 
to him a lease of a freehold house. By the 1st aph 
of his statement of defence the defendant denied that on the 
20th of February, 1865, the defendant's predecessor in title, 
John Hotley, agreed by writing under the hand of his agent, 

unto lawfully authorized by ween with the plaintiff's 
alleged predecessor in title to grant to him a lease of the 
old house in question. “On the 20th of February, 
1865, the said John Hutley was of unsound mind, though 
Bot 80 found by inquisition, and he was wholly incapable of 
lawfully authorizing, and did not lawfully authorizs, any 


mn as his agent to sign any such a eat as in the 
plaintiff’s statement of claim alleged.” By the 5th 
graph the defendant denied ‘‘ that any agr ement for Ay oom 
of the said premises to the plaintiff, or his alleged predecus- 
sor in title, was ever made, entered into, or sign d by the 
sail John Hutley, or *nv person by him lawfully au- 
thorized,” and the d-‘en lant then claimed the benefit of the 
Statute of Frauds. Fry, J., hed that on this pleading it 
was only open to the d:fendant to alduce evidence to show 
that John Hut ey wis not of sonnd mind when the alleged 
agree rent was enercd into, and that it was not open tohim 
to prove that t1e alleged agent was not, in fact, authorized 
by Hatley. And Fry, J., refused leave to amend the state- 
ment of defence, and, ho!ding upon the evi‘ence that there 
was no proof that Hutley was of unsound mind, he gave 
judgment for specific performan*e. This decision was unani- 
mously affirmed by the Court of Appeal (James, 
Baggallay, and Thesiger, L.JJ.). Thesiger, L.J., observed 
that it was one of the main objects of the new rutes to abolish 
the old common law pleading of the general ixsue, and that 
the statement of defence in this case was io effect a re-intro- 
duction of the old method of pleading. 





GuaranteE—Construction.—On the 3rd inst. the Court 
of Appeal (James, Baggallay, and Thesiger, L.JJ.) reversed 
the decision of Fry, J., in Morrell v. Cowan (25 W. R. 808, 
L. R. 6 Ch. D. 166). A married woman, who was possessed 
of separate estate, with the view of ob‘aining for her 
husband, a retail irider, credit from a wholesale merchant 
with whom he dealt, signed a written guarantea in the 
merchant's favour in the following terms:—‘‘ In considera- 
tion of you, M., having, at my request, agre d to supply and 
furnish goois to C. (the husband), I d» hereby guarantee to 
you the sum of £500. This guarantee is to continue in 
force for the period of six years and no longer.” For some 
months b fore this guaran es was given the husband had 
had dealings with the merchant, and had been supplied by 
bim with goods upon eredit, for which he had given 
acceptances. About a month before the guarantee was 

iven, one of these acceptances (for £176) had been dis- 
Gasasieh, and, while negotiations for the giving of the 
uarantee were in progress, the mer:hant took up this dis- 
onoured acceptance. He also, on the day on which the 
guarantee was signed, aivanced the husband £170 to enable 
him to meet another acceptance. After the date of the 
guarantee the merchant supplied the husband with only 
three small parcels of goods, value altogether about £38. 
Other acceptances for goods previously supplied were dis- 
honoured, and the husband filed a liquidation petition. The 
merchant then su-d the wife on the guarantee, and Fry, J., 
held that the guarantee was not limited to the price of 
goods supplied after its date, but that it extended to any 
sums, not exceeding £500, which were due from the husband 
to the merchant during the six years. Tue Court of Appeal 
held that the guarantee was limited to the price of goods 
supplied to the husband after it was given. 





PracticE—MorIon T0 pisMiss FoR Want oF Proskcu- 
TION—APPLICATION IN CovrT o8 IN CHAMBERS—RULES OP 
Court, 1875, Orp. 36, x. 44.—An objection was taken in 
a case of Frearson v. Los, before the Master of the Rolls, 
on the 30th ult., on a motion to dismiss for want of prose- 
cution, that as under ord. 36, r. 4a, the application might 
have been made in chambers at less expense, the appli- 
cant was only entitled to such costs as he would have had 
on applying in chambers. The Master of the Rolls said 
that the application might be and frequently was made in 
chambers, but this was not obligatory on the party apply- 
ing. The reason why the. application might be made “ to 
the court or a judge,” was that, as the rule applied to all 
the divisions, it was necessary to make one i to 
the common law divisions, where it was not always possible 
to get a jadge in chambers. 


Witt—Precatory Trust—Powsr or Taustsk T) TACK 
on Serarats Use To Trust.—Ia a case of Willis ¥. Kymer, , 
before the Master of the Rolls, on the lst inat., a novel 
question arose as to the power of a trustee to impose & 
condition ag to separate use on certain which she 
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w 88 directed to settle, A testatrix by her will bequeathed 
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twelve papers an hour, the time occupied for each set of 
iter alia, a legacy to her brother for life, with remainder 
to his three children. By a codicil to her will she be- 
queathed to her sister, Eliza, all she possessed, “ request- 
ing at her death she would leave the sums as she had 
directed heretofore.” Eliza, by her will, confirmed the 
bequests made by her sister, and directed them to be paid 
out of her assets whether derived from her sister or not. 
fhe will contained a declaration that, in the event of any 
of the female legatees under her will being married at her 
decease, their legacies should be for their separate use. 
One of the brother’s daughters was married at Eliza’s 
death, and the question now arose whether the daughter’s 
share wes bound by a covenant in her marriage settlement 
to settle after-acquired property except such as was to 
her separate use. In a suit for the administration of the 
sisters’ estates, it bad been held that Eliza was a trustee 
and bound by the precatory trust. The Master of the 
Rolls remarked that the point was novel, and held that 
Eliza had power to annex the separate use to the legacy, 
and he declared that the daughter's legal personal repre- 
sentatives, and not the trustees of her settlement, were eu- 
titled to the legacy. 





Costs—TaxatlON — ADMINISTRATION ACTION — HIGHER 
on Lower Scare — VanvE or Mortcacep EstatE 
oR OF Equity or RepemPprion—Rutes oF Covrt, 
1875 (Costs), AppiTionan Ruves, Orp. 6, r. 1.—An 
important point as to taxation on the higher or lower 
scale arose in a case of Re Sanderson, also before 
the Master of the Rolls, on the lst inst. A summons to 
review the taxing master’s certificate was adjourned into 
court, on the ground that he bad adopted the higher instead 
of the lower scale. In a creditor’s suit for administration 
at the time the suit was instituted, the personal estate 
consisted of assets to the amount of £561, and of 
the equity of redemption in certain real estate. Before the 
chief clerk’s certificate bad been made, this real estate had 
been sold, and produced less than the amount due on the 
mortgage, although the grors amount realized, together 
with the £561., exceeded £1,000. In a taxation on a 
change of solicitors, the taxing master made his taxation 
on the higher scale, considering himself bound by the deci- 
sion in Re Reece's Estate (14 W. R. 1008, L. R. 2 Eq. 609), 
where Lord Romilly, M. R., held, under the Consolidated 
Orders, which as to this are identical with the new role, 
that it is only where the gross value of the estate adminis- 
tered, when the suit is instituted, is below £1,000 that the 
lower scale applies. The only distinction between the pre- 
sent care and Re Reece’s Estate was that, in the latter, the 
mortgage debt was paid off pendente lite. The Master of the 
Rolls refused to follow Re Reece’s Estate, which was an ex 
parte decision, and apparently not argued. He considered 
that onder the rnles what was plainly meant was that the 
net value of the estate, after deducting the mortgage 
money, should exceed £1,000. He therefore referred the 
case back to the taxing master to review his taxation by 
making it on the lower scale. 


mene 


Sreciric PrrrormMance — MisTakx — COMPENSATION — 
Contract py AcGEnT.—In a case of McKensie v. Hesketh, 
decided by Fry, J., on the 3rd inst., a question arose 
whether specific performance of an agreement to grant a lease 
could be enfo with compensation where there had been 
a mistake as to the quantity of land intended to be com- 
prised in the lease. The farms on the defendant’s estate 
were offered by his agent for letting by tender. The 

laintiff sent in a tender for one of the farms, known as 
ood Burcote Farm. This farm’ consisted of 214 acres lying 
together, but the former tenant had occupied with it some 
outlying land consisting of twenty-one acres. The defend- 
ant’s agent intended to let only the 214 acres with the farm. 
The defendant desired to have two other fields, comprisiig 
together thirty-five acres, which had teen — let 
with two other farms, added to the Wood Burcote Farm, 
and his tender was for the farm under its proper name, but 
as comprising 249 acres, and the tender con‘ained. a 
detriled description of the fields and their acreage, including 
the two additional fieldy. The defendant’s agent, on 
opening the plaintiff’s tender, looked only at the name of the 
farm, and at the rent offered for it, and did not observe the 
acreage, or that the thirty-five scres had been added, and he 





the plaintiff’s tender because the rent offered by ~ 
him was the highest. The agent had, in fact, 

to let one of the additional fields to another person, 

nder these circumstances the defendant insisted, either 

that there was no contract, or none which the court would 
order to be specifically performed, or that the plaintiff was 
only entitled to a lease of the 214 acres at the increased rent’ 
which he had offered. Fry, J., held that the plaintiff wag 
entitled to a lease of the 214 acres at a proportionate reduc. 
tion of the rent. The proportion was to be determined in 
this way. The only other tender for the farm was made by’ 
the former tenant, and: in his tender he described the farm 
as containing 235 acres, which was the quantity he had 
occupied. The defendant’s agent deposed that, when he 
accepted the plaintiff's offer, he thought that he was offer'ng 
the increased rent for the same quantity of land for which 
the old tenant made his offer. Fry, J., therefore, held that: 
the rent offered by the plaintiff must be redaced in the pro- 
portion of 214 to 235. : 





THE SOLICITORS ACT, 1877.* 
(Continued from p. 95.) 
HavING now acquired these extensive powers, with their 
attendant responsibilities, what shall the Society do to 
improve and perfect the system of examinations ? 

I am not aware that as to the preliminary examinationg 
any dissatisfaction exists. Tbe examiners are in practice 
permanent; they are paid for their work, and are selected 
from men accustomed to similar examinations, and with 
special qualifications for their duties. 

The only question which will have to be considered is ag 
to the subjects, and upon this a good deal of information 
will be found in the July number of the Westminster Review. 
I do not agree with the writer that elementary law should 
form one of the subjects of the preliminary examination, 
for, however desirable it may be to raise the age at which 
young men enter into articles, it will, I think, be for s 
long time impracticable to do so. 


Of course, it is a very 
great advantage to enter upon clerkship with some kati aes 


ledge of the principles, at least, of law ; but any candidate 
who can give the time, and afford the expense, necessary for. 
this, will probably have been able to pass one or other of 
the examinations enabling him to gain dispensation from 
the preliminary eXamination, and to shorten the period of 
his articles. ‘1 entirely agree with the reviewer that Latin, 
instead of being optional, should be compulsory, for,. apart 
from the general value of that language to all, as being the 
foundation of most of the languages of Western Europe, as 
well asa rich storehouse of literature, to a lawyer a more 
than elementary knowledge of it is almost essential for the 
due comprehension of the history and principles of his pro- 
fession. 

The intermediate and final examinations may be con- 
sidered together. It seems to me that the following ques~ 
tions of principle arise, and must be determined, one way 
or the other, by the end of the present year :— 

1. Shall the examiners continue, as at present, to be 
appointed practioully for each examination, with no special 
reference to their qualifications for the.duty, and no per- 
manence in theappointment? If not, aud there can bardly 
be two answers to the question, would it be better to 
appoint permanent examiners, who must, of course, be 
paid, or examiners, for a definite period, say a year, giving 
their services gratuitously as hitherto? In either case, 
should the examiners be selected from professors of law, 
members of the bar, or members of our own bocy?! — 
course, in any event, the council, acting for the Society, 
would retain in their own hands the determination of the 
questions of moral fitness and due service under articles, 
and would delegate, if they do so at all, on'y the lega? 
part of the examinations. 

It may be ueeful here to state what the conduct of aa 
examination involves. 

An intermediate examination lasts for one day. Four 
papers are s2t; three—those in law—consisting of seven 
Phir each ; the fourth, book-keeping, of five questions. 
There is an average of, say, 200 candidates at each 
examination, and assuming that an examiner can dispose 


* A paper read at the annual provincirl m®eting at Bristok 
by Mr. G. B. Lake. ie 
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will be nearly. seventeen hours, or about three 

hard work—for few men can work at examination 
for more than six hours a day, if justice is to be done 
candidates. 

The final examination lasts for two days. There are six 
rs, three in essential and three in non-essential subjects, 
of the former consisting of fifteen, and each of the latter 

often questions. Taking two hundred as the average 

gumber of candidates, and assuming that as many as eight 

an hour can be disposed of, each examiner will re- 

ire twenty-five hours, or four days, to fiuvish his subject. 

greater care is needed in dealing with the papers in 

the final examivation than is required at the intermediate 

one, not only because the questions are more difficult, but 

‘because under the present system a hasty mark may mak3 a 
gteat difference to a candidate’s chance of distincticn. 


', It follows that if a body of eight examiners undertook, 
in conjunction with the masters, the whole of the examina- 
tions tor the year, three devoting themselves to the inter- 
mediate and five to the final examinations, each of the 
former would have to devote to the work four days, and 
each of the latter six days, four times in the year, if the 

t number of examinations be retained, or three times 

it be reduced. Each examiner would during the year of 
office have three or four examinations, all of the same kind 
and on the same subject, instead of, as at present, two 
examinations, different in kind and every also in subject. 
Against the extra labour of an additional examination, or 
at most two such examinations, must be set the gain that 
the examiner would not be called on again for five years, 
instead of, as now, in two; so that, assuming the examiner 
to remain on the council for ten years, be would have 
actually done less examination work during that period 
under the new system than under the old. At the same 
time, this arrangsment would, without destroying the con- 
finuity of our system or introducing paid examiners, secure 

' @£aminations of a systematic and uniform character. 

It cannot be denied that the task of examination is 
onerous, and to many irksome; but it must not be forgotten 
that it is one of considerable importance and consequent 
dignity. For upwards of forty years it has been performed 
gratuitously by members of the council, and it has been, I 
am sure, to many members of our profession, as it has been 
to myself, as well before as since I became a member of that 
body, a source of legitimate pride, that of all the examina- 
tions of which this age is so prolific, ours are the only ones 
which are conducted entirely by members of our own body, 
actively engaged in the practice of their profession and 

ving their services freely; and that these examinations 

ve been, on the whole, conducted satisfactorily and with 

ing efficiency. Many improvements may be sug- 

gested now that the,power of modification rests with ourselves ; 

and it is a question deserving consideration whether the 

existing system should not be reformed and continued, 

instead’ of being swept away aud a system of paid examiners 

to me that the two systems 
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introduced. It does not appe2r 
an co-exist. : : 
If the latter cours: be determined on, the question will 
arise, from what class of men shall the examiners be in 
future selected ? Having regard to the special qualifica- 
tions required from the candidates, it would seem that the 
examiners must be practising lawyers, and, therefore, be 
selected either from members of the bar or from our own 
body. Of course, they should neither, on the one hand, be 
he men just admitted, or, on the other, be men who 
ve retired from practice. And it may be more difficult 
to find members of our own profession, possessing the 
Tequisite experience and practice, who will be willing, for 
the sake of payment, and, therefore, ae a matter of business, 
to undertake the work, than to find those who would do so 
83a matter of honour, and as a duty incident to their posi- 
tion as members of council. For this reason, amongst others, 
it has been suggested that the examiners should be selected 
from the ranks of the bar, among whom it is less difficult to 
find able men who, for want of connection or other causes, 
ve not sufficient practice to fully occupy their time ; but, 
ough there are arguments in favour of appointing 

, and although if the system of paid examiners be 

adopted they will almost certainly be eventually selected 
from that branch of the profession, I should look upon such 
& selection as in a very high degree humiliating to the 



















be a sorry comment on our boasted efficiency Going the last 
Seen 1 eee a0: we Dok the power to do so, we 
from the performance of a duty which had become 
irksome to us, and applied to the other and less practical 
branch to relieve us of the work which we were no longer 
able or willing to perform. 
The question of expense, if paid examiners are appointed, 
will a serious one, but as the amount of fees is to be fixed 
rules now to be made, and will be determined after a calcu- 
lation of the probable cost of the examinations, this need not, 
perhaps, be now considered. It is more important that this 
meeting should express an opinion upon the principles which 
they would wish to see adopted, leaving details to be subse- 
quently worked out. 
Next, should the standard of the intermedia‘e and final 
examinations, or either of them, be raised, or the subjects 
added to, diminished, or varied in relativ importance? 
The intermediate examination is divided into four branches, 
and the following are the subjects for the ensuing year:— 
Chitty ‘‘On Contracts,” chapters 1, 2, and 3, with the 
exception, in chapter 3, of section 1, relating to contracts 
respecting real property ; ninth or tenth edition. 

Williams “ On the Principles of the Law of Real Property.” 
Tenth or eleventh edition. 

Haynes’ ‘‘ Outlines of Fquity.”’ Third or fourth edition. 

“ Mercantile Book-keeping.”’ 

It may be worth consideration whether to these might not 
be added a paper on the actual forms of ordinary convey- 
ancing instruments, so as to compel articled clerks, especially 
in London, to devote more attention to this than they are 
always willing todo. Perhaps this subj:ct might be substi- 
tuted for book-keeping, which is of very slight use. 

Candidates pass or fail at this examination according to 
their general proficiency, and the distinction between essen- 
tial and non-essential subjects is either not made or not so- 
strictly adhered to as in the final examination. 

At the final examination it is essential that of the six sub- 
jects the candidate should pass in three, namely, in convey- 
ancing, and in the two papers dealing with the practice of 
the courts and doctrines of law and equity. The other three 
papers—namely, in Bankruptcy, Criminal Law, and Probate 
and Divorce Law—are voluntary ; but proficiency in one or 
all of these will sometimes be considered in aid of the essen 
tial subjects, and is always necessary to azhieve dis.inction. 
Is not a knowledge of the law of bankruptcy now so neces- 
sary to a solicitor that it ought to be added to the essential 
subjects? Every one is now subject to its provisions, and a 
solicitor ignorant of, or but imperfectly acquainted with, its 
principles, would frequently find himself at a los:. 

In considering whether there should or should not be a 
general raising of the standard for a pass, the following figures: 
may be useful. 

In the four examinations recorded in the society’s last re- 
port, the proportion of successful candidates was as follows :— 

















INTERMEDIATE. 
No. of Candidates. | Passed. ; Proportion. 
1876: June 114 88 
pie. Sa 260 225 36 
1877: Jan. 181 152 84 
»» April . 208 178 85 
778 669 86 
Finan. 

No, of Candidates. { Passed. | Proportion. 
1876: June 265 218 2 
»  «6Ow. 180 150 83 
1877: Jan. . 192 143 74 
» April . 144 132 91 
781 643 | 82 











Taking the whole year, these figures show that the propor- 

tion of successful candidates is, for the intermediate exami- 
nation, 86 per cent., and for the final, 82 per cent. of the 
whole; the proportion in the intermediate examination 
being tolerably uniform, showing only a difference of 4 per 
cent. between the extremes; the proportion in the final ex- 
amination fluctuating from 74 to 91, or as much as 17 per 


cent. : 

In the London University the B esr of succeasful 
candidates is stated in the iast Westminster Review to be 
only about 50 per cent. This I have not been able to ; 





wlicitors, and as a confession that we were unable to pro- 
vide our own ranks the necessary ability. It would 





but I find from the calendar of the College of Surgeons for 
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1876 that the proportion of successful candidates for the year 


1875-76 was—for the primary examination, 64 per cent. 
(446 out of 700), and for the pass examination 79 per cent. 
(405 out of 516) ; but of these last 72 failed partially, and 
only passed at a later examination in the seme year. The pro- 
portion who passed completely, and who alone would at our 
examinations have been successful, was only 65 per cent. 
(333 out of 516). 

Thirdly. Should there cr should there not he a separate 
paper for prizes and other distinctions? At present all 
candidates have the same papers, and no one need declare, 
or in practice does declare, whether he is or is not seekin 
for honours. He does his best and takes his chance. f 
believe that the examiners usually insert two or three ques- 
tions which are meant to be tests for distinction ; but this 
is not always done, and is perhaps open to the objection 
that if they are much more difficult than the average they 
may press hardly on the candidate who is merely striving 
for a pass. 

If there were a separate paper for these who, having 
passed the test examination, aspired to honorary distinction, 
the prizes and eertificates of merit would be reserved for 
those, and would practically form a first, second, and third 
class ; the first taking the prizes, the second the certificates 
(which should be placed in order of merit, and not, as at 
present, alphabetically), and the third failing to obtain dis- 
tinction. 

Fourthly. Is it necessary to have as many as four 
=— in each year, the Act not requiring more than 


The number of candidates in the year 1876-77, covered by 
the society's report of July, 1877, was almost the same for 
both the intermediate and final examinations, viz., 778 for 
the former and 781 for the latter ; but the candidates were 
very unequally divided between the four examinations, 
varying, in the case of the intermediate examination, from 
129 to 260, with an average of 194; and in the case of tho 
final examination from 144 to 265, with an average of 195. 
If the total number had been spread over three instead of 
four examinations, the average would be 259 and 260 re- 
spectively, or less in each case than the highest number 
reached at one of the four examinations. 

It is obvious that with three examinations the labour of 
the examiners would be considerably lessened, it being 
mauch easier to examine a rather larger number at the same 
examination than to prepare two sets of papers and hold 
two examinations, each for half as many candidates. This 
‘is an important consideration, for if the examination be, as 
hitherto, conducted by members of tbe council, giving their 
services gratuitously and taking the duty for one year, the 
demand on their time would be less frequent, while, if paid 
examiners are appointed, the cost of their appointment 
‘would be less onerous. Examinations are now held in the 
months of January, April, June, and November, the num- 
bers having been originally fixed to correspond with the 
four Jegal terms, in each of which one examination was held, 
and in which alone admission could take place. The terms 
having been abolished, is there any reason of convenience 
or otherwise why the examinations should not be reduced 
to three, and held in the months of March, June, and 
November ? 

Sach are the principal questions which seem to me to re- 

quire decision ; and having raised them for consideration, I 
leave the subject in your hands. 





Appoinuturents, Cte. 


Mr. Wititam Hewry Boocook, solicitor, of Halifax, has 
been elected Clerk to the Luddenden Foot Local Board and 
Urban Sanitary Authority for that district. 


Mr, Faepericn Summer Irvine, solicitor (of the firm 
of Pyke, Irving, & Pyke), of 43, Linco'n's-inn-fields, has 
been appointed Anditor to the Buckinghamshire and 
Northa hice Poor Law District in the place of Mr. 
Alfred Hayward, resigned. Mr. Irving is an LL.M. of 
aa College, Cambridge, and was admitted a solicitor im 


Mr. Roperr Mippremas, solicitor, of Alnwick, has teen 


— Clerk to the Guardians of the Glendale Union. 
r, Middlemas was admitted a solicitor in 1856, ond is 











registrar of the Alnwick County Court, and clerk 
eg, Sor an (West Coquetdale Division), the ee 
bam 

Health. 


Mr. Rosert Acron Panoos, solicitor, of Bewdley, has 
been elected Mayor of that borough for the ensuing year, 
Mr. Pardoe was admitted a solicitor in 1831, and is Clerk 
and treasurer to the trastees of the Bewdley charities, 


Mr. AmBrosE WALN, solicitor, has beon elected Town 
Clerk of the newly-incorporated borough of Birkenhead, 
Mr. Waln was admitted a solicitor in 1829, and hag beey 
for thirty years clerk to the Birkenhead Improvement Com. 
missioners. 


Mr. JosepH CarPenter Woopuousz, solic’tor, of Leas 
minster, has been appointed by Lord Bateman to the officg 


of Steward of the Manor of Kingsland, Hereforjshire. Mp, 


Woodhouse was admitted a solicitor in 1847. 





Societies, 
LAW AMENDMENT SOCIETY. 


A COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEAL, 

The opening meeting of the Law Amendment Society was 
held on Monday evening, when a paper was read by Mr, 
Serjeant Cox, entitled “A Court of Criminal aye 
The chair was occupied by Mr. W. Forsyth, Q,C., M.P. 

Mr. Serjeant Cox said that although the subject was not 
entirely a new one special interest had been given to the 
question of late by two notable cases, with regard to which 
it had been directly mooted whether or not a court of 
criminal appeal was desirable, and indeed necessary ; 
if so, what kind of tribunal should be established. The 
two cases he referred to were the great Penge case, in which, 
practically, an appeal had been laid ag:inst the decision of 
a jury, and a case tiied before Mr. Justice Hawkins in the 
north of England, in which it bad been shown that three 
men had been wrongfully convicted, and had suffered some 
considerable period of imprisonment before their innocence 
had been established. It did at the first blush seem strange 
that an appeal against the decision of a jury involving 
matters of property was allowable, while those involving 
the liberty or life of a subject were not allowed; but then 
there were grave differences between the ciroumstances 
surrounding a criminal case and those of a civil case, 
Then the difficulties in such cases were these. In the 
first place, if an appeal was to he granted, should it be 
one of right or merely yermission? If an appeal was to 
be granted of right enormous difficulty appeared to him 
to surround the subject, for it it was so allowed, then ~— 
prisoner would lodge an appeal against his conviction, 
some energetic young brrrister would be found ready ed 
his services in the attempt to get a revisal of the verdict. 
This would produce most grievous results in the administra 
tion of the criminal law, for there must be then some delay 
between the offence committed and the punishment of the 
criminal; and to his mind the efficacy of the punishment 
lay to a great extent in the swiftness with which it followed 
upon the heels of crime. Another difficulty Jay in the cost 
of prosecution, for if every case was to be tried over again 
then the cost to the country fcr criminal t:ials would be 
enormons, and would be nearly double what it was at pre- 
sent, Then, again, there vould be no doubt a vast amount 
of perjury introduced, for every prisoner would know exactly 
what the case against him was, and would be able, before 
the case was tried over again upon appeal, to get witnesses 
ready and willing to swear falsely with regard to an alibi or 
to other matters, Then if the appeal should be permissive, 
to whom should the application for a new trial or revision 
of sentence be made? Should it be made to the jadge who 
tried the case? As a matter of fict a judge 
agreed’ with the verdict of the jury. He h 
himself tried some 14,000 prisoners, and although he had 
frequently been dissatisfied with an acquittal, he did nob 
recollect in bis long experience more than nine or ten cases 
in which he had been dissntisied with u verdict of guilty, 
and in which, if he had been invested with the right of 


granting it, he should have allowed a new trial. The judge | 


who tried the case would therefore be unlikely to allow & 
new trial, and the application must therefore be made 





ighway Board, and the Alnwick Local Board of 
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gome other court after the trial. Is, then, the judge to 
sentence at once? He must. And how long should 
allowed to elapse before an appeal was made, and to 
whom should it be.made? It must be made before a.court 
ior to the one which tried the case, and made 
ptly, for any delay would be extremely inconvenient, 
a it would be injudieious to suspend for any length of time 
asentence of penal servitude or of flogging. Sach were 
the practical difficulties in the way. Still there remained 
one form in which Sppeals could ba heard, and that was to 
allow the Home Secretary to call to his aid two judges, one 
being the judge who tried the case, and that they should 
sit, not for the purposes of a new trial, but in the form of a 
“court of review.’’ An application should be made to the 
superior court to have the trial reviewed, the applicant to 
make out a prima facie case of injustice, or for the neces- 
of an investigation; and then the tribunal of review 
should look at the whole case, examine any witnesses who 
might throw any new light upon the case, even examining, 
if they thought fit, the convict himself, and then they could 
form a very fair opinion as to whether or no the case had 
been made out. The argument had been used that if an 
appeal was granted to criminals it shoald also be granted 
tos prosecutor who failed to get a conviction ; but this 
was, he thought, absurd. He certainly believed that a 
court of criminal l was now wanted, and that sucha 
court should not only have the power to reverse the decision, 
but also to alter the sentence—either to diminish or even 
to increase it if it was considered advisable. 

Mr. Riston urged that the Legislature must without 
delay take some steps to inaugurate a conrt of criminal 
appeal, which was, he believed, a reform much needed. 
The fact of its having been a subject for consideration so 
long showed how slow, indeed, was the progress of law 
reform in this country. He would bave the right of asking 
for appeal extended at first only to cases where a sentence 
of capital panishmont had been passed, when, immediately 
after the trial, the counsel should go hefore the Court of 
Queen’s Bench and apply for a case for appeal. 

Mr. Ketty said that at present most prisoners for serious 
offences had in reality two separate trials—one before the 
magistrates and one at the sessions or assizes at which he 
finally appeared. The prisoner was thus able to fully pre- 
pare his defence, and few appeals could therefore be made 
on the ground that important facts had not been brought 


The discussion was continued by Mr. A. H. Safford, Mr. 
Joseph Brown, Q.C., Mr. A. E. Miller, Q.C., Mr. Kimber, 
aad other gentlemen ; and, in conclusion, 

Mr. Forsyra said that he gathered that no one was 
tatisfied with matters as they now stood, but at the same 
time there were many difficulties to be encountered before 
court of criminal appeal could form part of the legislative 
institutions in this country. It must be understood that 
in continental countries there was no right of appeal 
properly so-called, for in France in the Code Napoléon it 
was expressly stated that there Gould be no appeal except 
on points of law. The question of the royal prerogative 
should remain entirely unaffected by the establishment of 
court of appeal, for no person should attempt to rob the 
Crown of its brightest jewel—the prerogative of meroy. 
He thought that such a court as had been suggested might 
be established, and would be found beneficial, although he 

er considered that the interests of society required 
Rot only that the innocence of a person should be estab- 
lished, but also that guilt should be punished, and he was 
therefore inclined to extend the power of appeal to the 
Pie of desk 

otes of thanks to Mr, Serjeant Cox and to Mr. Forsyth 
terminated the proceedings. i, vr 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the usual montaly meeting of the directors, held at 
the Hall of the Ineorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, 
oa Thursday, the 6th inst., the following being present, 
viz. Mr, Tylee (Chairman), and Messrs. ter, Saw- 
tell, Scadding, Styan, ‘Thomas, and Boodle ( )» 
grants amounting to £15 were made to the widows of 
two deceased non-members, two new members were 
elected, and the ordinary business was transacted. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At-the usual weekly meeting of this society, held at the 
Law Institution, Chancery-lane, on Tuesday evening, the 
4th inst., Mr. A. M. Ellis, LL.B., in the chair, the 
stated that, “ On the 18th of December inst., Sir Ed 
Creasy would deliver a lecture to the society and the 
meeting on that occasion would be held in the Lecture-hall 
of the Law Institution.” This being the first meeting in 
the month, the society was occupied with the discussion of 
motions relating to the affairs of the society. The follow- 
ing motion was agreed to:—‘‘ That members of the United 
Law Students’ Society be admitted to speak and vote on 
legal and general questions at the meetings of this society 
for a period of three months from the time when a similar 
resolution is passed by that society.” 





UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


This society was occupied during the whole of their 
evening’s meeting on Wednesday last in considering and 
discussing a motion made by Mr. Rubinstein that members 
of the Law Students’ Debating Society be admitted to 

ak and vote on legal and general questions at the 
meetings of this society for a period of three months from 
this date. It was announced that a similar motion had 
been carried on Tuesday by the Law Students’ Debating 
Society. The motion was carried. 





PLYMOUTH, STONEHOUSE, AND DEVONPORT 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


This society held its fortnightly meeting at the 
Athenzeum on Friday the 30th ult., T. Wolferstan, Esq,, in 
the chair. The following was the point for discussion :-— 
A., the owner of leasehold premises, by his will, after re- 
citing the lease, bequeathed the same and “‘all his estate 
and interest therein unto B., for all the residue of the said 
term of 80 years.” He subsequently purchased the free- 
hold, and died without altering his will. Does B. acquire 
the fee simple, or any other estate in the property ? Mz. 
Oliver opened the debate in the affirmative, and was 
seconded by Mr. Greenway. These gentlemen were 
replied to by Mr. Symons and Mr. Snell. After a disous- 
sion, in which there was much diversity of opinion expressed, 
the question was put to the meeting and carried in the 
affirmative by a majority of two. 








New Orvers, Ete. 


THE EXTRADITION ACT, 1870. 


Whereas by section 18 of the Extradition Act, 1870, it 
is among other things enacted thatif by any law made after 
the passing of the said Act by the Legislatureof any 
British Possession, provision is made for carrying into 
effect within such possession the surrender of fugitive crimi~ 
nals who are in, or suspected of being in, such British 
Possession, her Majesty may by the Order in Council apply- 
ing the said Act in the case of sny foreiga State, or byany 
subsequent order, either— 1 

Suspend the operation within any such British possession 

of the said Act, or of any part thereof so far as it re- 
lates to such foreign State, and so longas such law 
continues in force there and no longer ; 

Or direct that such law or ordinance or any part 
thereof shell have effect in such British Possession, 
with or without modifications and alterations, as if it were 
part of the Act. 3 

And whereas bya law enacted by the Legislature of 
Jamaica, the short title of which is, “ The Extradition Act, 
Jamaica, 1877,” it is provided that ‘‘all powers vested im 
and acts authorized or required to be done by a police 
magistrate or any justice of the peace in relation to the 
surrender of fugitive criminals in the United 
under the Extradition Acts, 1870 and 1873, are thereby 
vested in and may in the colony be exercised and dene by 
any police or stipendiary magistrate in relation to the sur- 
render of fugitive crimoals ander the said Acts.” 

And whereas it is further provided by the said law that 





i eneemnenenienel 


the eaid law shall not come into operation uatil her Majesty 
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shall by Order in Council direct that the said law shall have 
effect within the colony as if it were part of the Extra dition 
Act, 1870, but that the said law shall thereafter come into 
operation as soon as sach Order in Cvuncil shall have been 
publicly made known in the colony. 

Now, therefore, her Majesty, in pursuance of the Extra- 
dition Act, 1870, and in exercise of the power in that be- 
half in the said Act contained, doth by thie present Order, 
by and with the advice of her Majesty’s Privy Council, 
direct that the said law shall hava effect in the colony of 
Jamaica without modification or alteration, as if it were 
part of the Extradition Act, 1870. 

And the Right Honourable the Earl of Carnarvon, one of 
her Majesty’s Principal Secretaries of State, is to give the 
necessary directions herein accordingly. C. L. Pseu. 





THE WINTER ASSIZES ACTS, 1876 and 1877. 


New Orders in Council have been issued in substitution for 
those made on the 13th of August last. The New Orders 
with reference to the assize counties are to remain in force 
(anless earlier revoked) until the lat of March, 1878. The 
following table shows the effect of the orders relating to 
the twelve winter assize counties :— 





Places at which 

the Winter As- 

sizes are to be 
held, 


Counties to be united together to form one 
County, with the nam2 under whic 
they are to bs united. 





Northern and Salford Divisions (as defined | Manchester. 
by the Order in Council of the 4th day 
of May, 1864) of the county of Lancas- 
ter, county of Cumberland, county of 
Westmoreland (Winter Assize County, 
No. 1). 

County of York and county of city of | Leeds. 
York (Winter Assize County, No. 2). 

County of Lincoln, county of Nottingham, | Lincoln. 
county of town of Nottingham (Winter 
Assize County, No. 3). 

County of Derby, county of Leicester, Derby. 
county of borough of Leicester, county 
of Ratland (Winter Assize County, No. 
4 


). 

County of Warwick, county of Northamp- | Warwick. 
ton, county of Bedford, county of Buck- 
ingham (Winter Assize County, No. 5). 

County of Norfolk, county of city of Nor- | Cambridge. 
wich, county of Snoffolk, county of 
Huntingdon, county of Cambridge, and 
so much of county of Essex as is not by 
the Central Criminal Court Act included 
in the Central Criminal Court district 
(Winter Assize County, No. 6). 

County of Oxford, county of Worcester, 
county of Hereford, county of Men- 
mouth, county of Gloucester, county of 
city of Gloucester (Winter Assize 
County, No. 7). 

Oounty of Salop, county of Stafford | Stafford. 
(Winter Assize County, No. 8). 

County of Southampton, county of Wilts, | Winchester. 
sae f of Dorset (Winter Assize County, 

0. 9). 

County of Devon, county of Cornwall, | Exeter. 
county of Somerset, county of the city 
of Bristol (Winter Assize County, No. 


10). 

County of Montgomery, county of Merion- 
eth, county of Caernarvon, county of 
Angleses, county of Denbigh, county of 
Flint, county of Obester (Winter Assize 
County, No. 11). 

County of Glamorgan, county of Carmar. 
then, county of the borough of Oarmar. 
then, county of Pembroke, county of the 
town of Haverfordwest, county of Cardi- 
e; county of Brecknock, county of 

(Winter Assize County, No. 12). 








147 Watherson (' 
Ex 148 Wilden (Same) v ame (8 
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Court Papers. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATOURE. 
Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Covet or Masrsr or THs 
Date. ‘Asenis. Rosas. V.C. Marrs, 
Monday, Dec. 10Mr. Milne Mr. Farrer Mr. Koe 
Tuesday ...... 11 Merivale King Clowes 
Wednesday.... 12 Milne Farrer Koe 
Thursday .... 13  Merivale King Clowes 
Friday ......14 Milne Farrer Koe 
Saturday ....15 Merivale King Clowes 


V.0.Bacow. V.O. Hatt Me, Juang 
Monday, Dec. 10Mr. Holdship Mr. Latham Mr. Pemberton 
Tuesda: Teesdal Ward 
Wednesday... 12 
Thursday .... 13 


Friday ...... 14 Pemberton 
Saturday .... 15 Leach Ward 


Pemberton 
Ward 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
LONDON. 


MicuaEMas Sittinc, 1877. 
LIST OF ACTIONS FOR TRIAL. 
(Continued from page 99.) 
93 Thurburn (Same) v Same (Same) 
94 Anderson (Same) v Same (Same) 
95 Aldred (Same) v Same (Same) 
96 F Broadbent (Same) v Same Caeme 
97 J Broadbent (Same) v Same (Same) 
98 S Broadbent (Same) v Same (Same) 
99 Browne (Same) v Same (Same) 
100 Bainton (Same) v Same (Same) 
101 Berry (Same) v Same (Same) 
102 Cross (Same) v Same (Same) 
103 Copley (Same) v Same (Same) 
104 Cooke (Same) v Same (Same) 
105 Cloutte (Same) v Same (Same) 
106 Carlisle (Same) v Same (Same) 
107 Couper (Same) v Same f ame) 
108 Corson (Same) v Same (Same) 
109 Dand (Same) v Same (Same) 
110 Dawson (Same) v Same (Same) 
111 Eyre (Same) v Same (Same) 
112 Gover (Same) v Same (Same) 
113 Henam (Same) v Same (Same) 
114 Lord Hawke (Same) v Same (Same) 
115 Hensley. (Same) v Same (Same) 
116 Hodgson (Same) v Same (Same) 
117 Hull (Same) v Same (Same) 
118 Huntriss (Same) v Same (Same) 
119 Joule (Same) v Same (Same) 
120 Johnson (Same) v Same = 
121 Lawson (Same) v Same (Same) 
122 Lister (Same) v Same (Same) 


Ex 123 R Moir ——_ v Same (Same) 


125 Mercer (Same) v Same (Same 
126 Morris (Same) v Same (Same, 

127 Blane (Same) v Same (Same) 

128 Marshall (Same) v Same (Same) 

129 Noblett (Same) v Same (Same) 

130 Okell (Same) v Same (Same) 

131 Peterson (Same) v Same (Same) 

182 Pape (Same) v e (Same) 

133 Redfern (Same) v Same (Same) 

134 Rowlands (Same) v Same (Same) 

135 Seaman vor v Same Sune) 

136 Sewell (' ) v Same e) 

137 G Stevenson (Same) v Same (Same) 
138 L C Stevenson (Sawe) v Same (Same) 
139 Scholfield (Sams) v Same (Same) 

140 Spowforth (Same) v Same (Same) 

141 Sherriff (Same) v Same (Same) 

142 Sbaul (Same) v Same (Same 

143 Stone (Same) v Same (Same 


124 J Moir fess v Same (Same) 


149 W: ) v Same (Same 
150 W (Same) v Same (Same 
161 B Wood Sen v Same (Same 


) 
162 ETW Same) v Same eames) 
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Bx 153 Wilmot (Same) v Same pm) 
154 Weaver (Same) v Same — PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
%x 155 Warren (Same) v Same (Same pee 
Ex 156 Taylor f v Same feame Dec. 7, 1877. 
i od Epes sm 4 one Cama) ) GOVERNMENT FUNDS, 
o/b 3 per Cent. Consols, 95§ x d Annuitias, April, ’ 
Bie Po ace ree came Wiemeereper sy | Smee am ee 
<3 per 0 1 % 
fx 161 Copestake, Exor, &c (Same) v Same (Same) New eS per Cent., 954 Ditto, £800, Do; ps hen a 
162 Way, Exor, & (Same) v Same (Same) —s perCent., Jan, ’94 Ditto, 2100 & £2) , par. 
Ex 163 D Y> Sam: — 8 ( sib Dercent., Jan. 94 Bank of England’ Stock, — per 
B, 164 adhe al, B z Gs Pe . (ST ) per Cent. ; Jan. "13 Ct. (last half-year), 258 
$3 165 Tubbe & anr (Chapple 8 W) v Hobeoe (Packer mail protean Jan. ’80 Dittc for Account, 
&O : 
Bs 106 Havas (Femaon, C & Pv Barber (Keighley, S&B) 114 a4. svorcent Jay," Bat. 8h porn, May, 9 
n aly,’ rc perCn ys 
Ditto for Account Ditto” — 4 per Cent, 
Bi ies fate _ guvtompanl Sora CO Pent oly api Bs 
J Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent. 82 | Do. bo pes per Cent. £1000 


QB 169 Same ( (Same) v Avery (Kennedy & Co) SJ 
CP 170 moa ee & B) v The Gauthoid Marine Insur- 
0 of epg og | (Druce, Sons & J) SJ 
CP 171 Som (Same) v The Marine pee Co, Norden, 
limd, of Gothenburg Lo 
Ex 172 iy bb (Champion, R & P) v City of London Brewery 
icketts) 
Ex 173 Chattrey, Trustee & (Whites, R & Co) v Shilling 


WR oa) 
CP 174 ~ (R fog es) v General Steam Navigation Co 


( 

Ex 175 og Watt & Co (G hee v Mersey Steel & Iron 
Co, limd (Norris, A & C) S. 

CP 176 Cues & enr (Dalton & J) v The Midland Ry Co 

tevens. 

Ex 177 Davies ned ey & P) v Price (J A Bertram) 

Ex 178 Marrison (W G Morris) v rt North Metropolitan 
Tramways Co (H C Godfra 

QB 179 pean gs & anr Bendted, I rd, R & Co) v Jacobs & 


H Levirton) 

Ex 180 Verden (A ee v Showler (Tillyard & 5 

QB 181 Price, Trustee P ceinedon M & L) v Henderson 
(Clarkes, R & C) 

Ex 182 Grundy (i mtd helps, 5 & B) v Great Northern Ry Co 
— elson & Barr) 8J 

CP 183 uller Freeman & B s : pe Water Works Co, 
limd (Hargrove F & 

Ex 184 Gibson * ife (Sole, T & *5) v London Tramways 
Co, limd (H C Godfray) 

QB 185 Master, & of the Deere! Co (Lawford & W) v 
Barker (Walters & G 

Ex 186 Fotheringhe m (Lyne & »), 7 City of Cork Steam 

0 (Dane, & Sons) S 
CP 187 Straw (Watson, Son & R) v White H Llo a2 & Lane 
QB 188 Dawson (Lewis, M & L) v Adams (Tidy, = 
Q P 189 0’ oO.) ( Vion, B &C) v Parsons (Collyor-B 


Ex 190 Alnste) ote C & H) v Malmros Cif Bon & i) 

QB 191 Vincent (W H Marshal) v Wood 

QB 192 RB TB Chil)” 6 Co os anr (Carr, B D & M) v indeed 
e 

CP 193 ede & 6 © Cort (Preble & W) v Van der Zee & 

QB 194 a ry amet & VO) va v Alexander & anr (Hunt & Son) 

QB 195 Corres 5 Catia, Son & C) v Phillips & Hill (Cat- 


CP 196 ino 43 E a v South Eastern Railway Co 
(WR Stevens) S 
cchin & ane (Courtenay & C) v Broicher (Hollams, 


n & C) 
QB 198 te & Co (J McDiarmid) v Davie (Stevens, W & 
CP 199 es (J é) & H E Farnfield) v Swettenham (Clarkson, 


CP 200 March 2 ors (hd Parkes) v Hayes (T J. Phipos) 
Ex 201 Northway (R Moore) v Davey & ors me 
Ex 202 Fairbairns (C E Strong) v Mitchell (Crouch Ne ) 
203 ee & B) v Beck & aenr (L 
204 Ostrém me Fischer (a J Ones) v Heintz (Nash & F) 
205 (EC Ruma) Co, limd (R & A Russell) v Johnson 
useel 
206 Croft G a v ious Harvey 
° eee 0 eda H) + Generel) Steam Navn. 
lo 


2nd Enf.Pr,, 5 per C.,Jan.’72 Ditto, ditto, under £1000 





BIRTHS AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Courtson—Dec. 2, at Rutland Lodge, Petersham, the wife of 
H. J. W. Coulson, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 
EaRtE—Nov. 30, at 14, Eaton-road, South Hampstead, the 
wife of T. H. Earl, barrister- at-law, of a son. 
PuHEaR—Dec. 1, at South Sheen, St. Leonard’s-on-Sea, the wife 
of the Hon. Sir Budd Phear, Chief Justice of Ceylon, of 


son. 
PLUMMER—Dec. 1, at 50, Baker-street, Portman-square, the 
wife of Charles Plummer, of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, 
of a daughter, who did ~~ survive her birth. 
EATHS. 


Drxon—Dec. 1, at Denmark Lodge, Croydon-road, Anerley, 

Sevtne Dizon, of 35, John-street, Bedford-row, W.C., solici- 
r, aged 

Larnc—Dec 4, at Braiswick, Arthur Louis Laing, of Col- 
chester, solicitor, aged 63. ; 

RonznTsox—Nov. 23, at St. John, New Brusswick, Duncan 
Robertson, 


barrister. 
SrILsBURY—Nov. 29, at 33, Gloucester street, Regent’s _— 
William Holden Spilsbury, 37 years Librarian to the 
Society of Lincoln’s inn, aged 74. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Fripay, Nov. 30, 1877. 
Oniagien, Daniel, and William Edmaud Slaughter, Mansfield st, 
Portland place, solicitors. Nov 29 
ss sala and Foster John Bone, Nuneaton, Warwick, solicitors. 


Toxspay, Dec. 4, 1877, 
Bell, Alfred, Frederic William Steward, and Cecil Arundel}, Lincola’s 
inn fields, solicitors. Nov 30 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Farivar, Noy. 30, 1877. 
Lauwirep ut CHANCERY. 

Florence Land and Public Works Company, Limited.—By an order 
made by V.C. Hall dated Nov 16, it was ordered that the above com- 
pany be wound up. Clements, Gresham House, Old Broad st, solici-, 
tors for the petitioners 

ey Brewery Syndicate, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. 

Hall dated Nov 28, it wae ordered that the above company be wound 

, Mansion House, sclicitor for the petitioner 

Curtains and Patent Fabric Company, Limited.—By an order 
made by V.C. Malins dated Nov 23, it was ordered that the volun 
winding up of the above company be continued. Courtenay an 
urch st, solicitors for the petitioners 
Manchester Real Ice Skating Kink Company, Limited.—By an order 
panne Ag .O, Malins dated Nov 23 it was ordered that the sbove 
com be wound up. Chester and Go, Staple inn, agents for 
Cha. hiner, Manchester, volieitor for — titioner 

Military and Generel Tailoring Company, Limited. an order made 
by VC. Hall dated Nov 23 it was Sind that the above company 
be wound up. Layton and Jaques, Ely place, Holborn, agents for 
Walker, Manchester, solicitor for ths petitioner 

Toxspay, Dec. 4, 1877. 

Lrurrsp In CHancerY. 
London Paper Stock Merchants Company, Limited.—Petition for 
winding up, premaied Nov 26, directed to be heard before V.C. 
" Dee 14, Christmas, Walbrook rd, solicitor for the 


Aquarium Company, Limited.—By an order made by the 
M Lg Re YE a ate 
up. Shephard, College st, solicitor for the peti 





Bante mh ‘ cst a Miskbvt v Thorn & Co 


210 Choper (Ht Hold) aylor (F & T Smith & Sons) SJ 
1 Di me G Scott & Baker) v Cruikshank & anr 


(To be continued.) 


be 2 aa 4 ro] 
es Rg rorg mis 
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tioner 
, 
Iron Company, ited.—The M.R. has fixed Thursday, 
= wos iysaaee time and ee arden 


cial 
Pork ine “Seach Lead Mine, Limi Saattet--V .G, Bown has Geel S q 
Deo, oth abhi Rae ae place for the 
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River Plata Lighthouse Company, Limited—The M.R. has fixed 
Thursday Dec 13, at 12, at his chambers, as the time ani place for 
the appointment of an official liquidator 

River P.ate Pressure Meat-Preserving Company, Limited.—Pa tition 
for winding up, presented Dec 3, directed to be heard before V.C 
Malins, on Dec 14. Rhodes and Son, Chancery lane, solicitors for 
the petitioner 

Sanitary Carbon Company, Limited.—The M.R. has fixed Thursday, 
Dec 13, at 12, at his chambers, as the time and place for the appoint- 
ment of an official liquidator ~ 

Stephenson Boiler Making and Forge Company, Limited.—Petition for 
winding up, preseated Nov 27, directed to be heard before V.C. Hall, 
on Dec 14. Dommett, Gresham st, agent for Slater and Poole, Man- 
chester, solicitor for the petitioner 

Trades Bank, Limited.—Petitien for windiaing up, presented Nov 28, 
directed to be heard bafore V.C. Hall, on Dec 14. Silberberg, Corn- 
hill, solicitor for the petitioner 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Tuespay, Nov. 20, 1877. 
Andrew, George, Ludworth, Merehant. Dec22. Hamley v Hamley, 
M.R. Stevenson and Co, Manchester 
Arpp, Maria, Rattlesden, Suffolk. Decl. Nunn v Sadd, V.C. Hall. 
Salinon and Son, Bury St Edmunds 
Clark, Thomas, North Moreton, Berks, Farmer. Dec 20. Lester v 
Barr, V.C. Hall. Hedges, Wallingford 
Hartnoil, Edward Rennel!s, Tichborne st, Regent st. Jan1l. Hartnoll 
v Guenin, M.R. Truefitt and Gane, Bishopsgate st within 
Poole, Edward, King John st, Mile Had, Mason. Dec 21. 
Groves, V.C. Hall. Briant, Winchester House, Old Broad st 
West Central Wagon Company, Linited. Dec 21. Fullarton v Stal- 
lard, M.8. White, Bedford row 
Talley, James, Hampton Wick, Gent. Dec24, Talley yStorey, V.O. 
Hall. Bell, Queen Victoria st 


Vanghan John, Swanscombe, Kent, Gent. Decls Armstrong v 
— -R. Bridgeman, College hill 
Whitley, Henry, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Gent. Dec 20. Gibbs v 


Burslem, V.C. Bacon. Cripps, Tunbridge Wells 


? 

Yates, John William, Troubridge, Salop, Maltster. Dact8. Garlick 

v Yates, M.R. Pot:s, Broseley 

Creditors under 22 & 238 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Frrpay, Nov. 23, 1877. 

Barton, William, North Meols, Lancashire, Esq. D 3c 31. Whitley 

and Maddock, Liverpool 
Bell, Tiffin, York,Gent. Feb1. Walker, York 
Boseden, John, Woodchurch, Kent, Farmer. Dec 31, Munn and 

Mace, Tenterden 
Bowstead, John, Caistor, Lincolo, Gent. Jan 18. Staniland and 


Wigelswortb, Boston 

Burns, Simeon, sen, Upper Gornal, Stafford, Baptist Minister. Feb 25. 
Wiikinson and Gillespie, Walsall 

Chard, Samuel, Stock Exchange, Esq. Dec 25. Laytonand Co, Budge 


row 

Collis, Charles, New Weston st, Bermond:ey, Miller. Jan1, Blach- 
ford and Co, College hill, Cannon st 

Davies, Sarah, Manchester. Jan1l. Leigh, Manchester 

Elkington, Thomas Henry, Upper Sydenham, Kent, Licensed Victualler. 
Dec 25, Burroughs and Bisdee, Forest hill 

Ellis, John, Mirfield, York, Stonemason. Dee5. Isberson, Dewsbury 

Forge, John, Sandal Magna, York, Land Agent. Dec8. Brownand 
Co, Wakefield 

French, John Babstock, Crewkerns, Somerset, Yeoman, Jan 22. 
Sparks, Crewkerne 

—_ Catherine, Bradnop, Staffordshire. Dec 31. Challisor ani Co, 


Lee 

Hughes, James Alexander, Young, Narberth, Pembroke, Architect. 
Dec 30. Parkes, Queen Victoria st 

Jefferson, William Hewitson, Lavender grove, Dalston, Accountant. 
Jan1. Biachford and Co, Ooliege hill, Cannon st 

Jones, James, Bath,Gent, Dec3i. Stoseand Co, Bath 

Kidd, David Smith, Mark lane, Merchant. Jan 31. Hunters and Co, 
New #q, Lincoln’s inn 

Kirton, Robert, South Shields, General Dealer. D:c16, Blair, South 


Lambert, Thomas William, New Cross, Kent, Coffee Roaster. Dec 29, 
—— — Co, Martin’s lane 
ames Richard, Ambrose+t, Bermondsey, Gent. Jan 11. 8 
Lg maT 
y El rpool. Dec 20. Harvey and Co, Li 1 
Linnett, Eliza, Upper Norwood, Surrey. Deo 26. Bonoerand Calthrop, 


4 
Mette, Henry Anton, Sackville st, Piccadilly, Tailor. Jan 1, Hudson 


and Co, Bucklersbury 
Moore, John, Liverpool. Dec 3!. Whitley and Maddock, Liverpoo} 


ately tad Aslockton, Nottingham, Yeoman. Dec2i. Hassitt, 
Mout. < —~ yy Marple, Cheshire, Timber Merzhant. Jan 18. Smith, 
— James, Anerley, Surrey, sq. Jan 1. Burrows, Marylebone 


Pawle, William Chapple, Barastaple, Devon,Gant. Dec 27, Ohanter 
, Barottaple 


Payne, Joseph, Kingston-upon-Hull, Cartman. Feb 1, Middlemiss 
and Pearce, Hull 

Phillips, Elizabeth, King’s Norton, Worcester. Dec 3l. Johnson and 

Pike note ove, hana, Hotline, 

’ eS, . . 
Ps OY 5 a gt aly 
W, ne Store - Jani, Foster, Ware 

James Lewis, Pickering place, Bayswater, Deo 15, ’ Collins, 


¥ ‘sion 

Rowe, Priscilis, Bath. Jan 22. Sparks, Crewkerne 

Boarland, Joho, Worcaer, Carrying Agent. Jan lt. Kaoté, Worces- 
J , , 

Smith, con fines Graydon, Barsoy, Em, Deo 2s, Manley, St 





r ——= 
Jaa 2. tansfield and 
orden Sage, 


Sutton, Stanley, Liscard, Oheshire, Gant. Febt. Newman, 
Treacy. Matthew, Darlington, Durham, Surgeon. Jan 54. 
Tyler, John Henry, New Cross rj, Deptford, Licensad t 


on. Sally, Sunny Bank, York. 


Jan 11. Slee and Oo, Parish st, S uthwark 
Widdowson, Elizabeth Cook, Holgate hill, Yo-k. Dec5. Cobb, 
Wright, Janes, Catford Bridge, Kent, Solicitor, Dac 10. Pp, 


Great Winchester st buildings 
Turspay, Nov, 27, 1877. 
Auster, Roger, Birmingham, Brassfounder. Deo 24. Fitter, Birajgg. 


ham 
Batt, Eleanor, Westoo-super-Mare, Somerset, Dec $1, Chapin, 
Weston-super-Mare 
Baylis, Thomas Francis, Liverpool, Hair Drasser. Jan 2. Wright any 
Co, Liverpool 
Jan 2, 


Blackf William, Blue Anchor rd, Bermondsey, Gent. 
Edwin, Blackburn st, Southwark 

Blyton, Geonaty Coity Higher, Glamorganshire, Miller. Feb 1, Lowis, 

Bridgena 


Bottomley, Smith, Horton, York, Worsted Manufacturer. Feb 3), 
Hutchinson, Bradford 
Brett, Thomas James, Hersham, Surrey, Geat. Jan 12. Rasrik, 


=— propencts George, Speke, Lancashire. Jan 10, Duncan ang 
verpoo! 
Byron, Mary Aun, Spske, Lancashire. Janl0, Duncan and Oo, Live. 


pool 
Catlow, Ann, South Norwood, Surrey. Dec3!. Benham and Tindgl, 
Seer ee a ieete: balldicgs, Hletineg. Gest, dem 10 Godwin 
@, Isaac, 3 dings, ney, Gent, an 10. : 
North buildings, Eldon st 
Clarke, Sarah, Woolavington, Somerset. Jan 22, Brice, Bridg 
Cocker, Millicent, Church, Lancashire, Dee 10, Barlow, A 
Delone Matilda, areas | Leicester, Jan 12. Haxby, Leicester 


kins, Eli, Great Linford, Buckingham, Farmer. Jaul. Hoygate, 
Wellingborough 
Bremner and (o: 


Tym, Michae!, sen, Liverpool, Cloth ier. Des 22, 

vei 

Ferard, John, Hyde park Hotel, Oxford st, Esq. Jan 12, Francis ani 
Co, Austin Friars 

Ford, Charles, Old Stratford, Warwick, Gent, Dec 28. Hobbes ang 
Son, Stratford-upon-Avon 

Hammant, Mary, Woolwich, Kent. Jan 4. Farnfield and Sampam, 
Queen Victoria st 

Harris, Rev James Lampen, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset. Deg %4, 
Deane and Co, South sq, Gray’s inn 

Howard, Charles, York House, Bow road, Wholesale Butcher. Janl, 
Gardner, St Mary Axe, Leadenhall st 


Humfrey, Lebbeus Charles, Potchefstroom, SouthlAtrican Republic 
Merchant. Jan1l. Thompsonand Co, Kingston-upon-Hull 
Joint, James, Ide, Devon, Yeoman. Jan 1, yer, Exetor 


Jones, Frederick Denbigh, Washington, Durham, Doztor of Modicine, 
Dee 22. Hopper, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Kitching, William, Saint Mary-at-Hill, Colonial Broker. Dae 2% 
Thomson and Co, Rood lane 

May, Walter, Birmingham, Engineer. Jani, Sanders and Oo, Bir. 


mingham 
Medhurst, James, Great Malvern, Worcester, Ware Maker, Deg 3l. 
Chapman, Weston-super-Mare 


Mosier, George, Aslockton, Nottiogham, Yeonan, Dyce 21.  Bassitt, 

Muir, Mary Jane Matthewman, Cambridgetowao, Surrey. Maré 1, 
Bircham and Co, Parliameat st, Westminster si r 

Munday, Frederick, Felpham, Sussex, Yeoman. Jan 8. Arnold, 
Chichester 

Murray, Edward Digby Biekerion, Southsea, Gent. Jun 3l. Wow 
and and Killick, Bradford 

Orrell, Thomas, Bowden, Cheshire, Gant. Jan 4, Coates, Ashton 
under-Lyne 


Proe, Thomas, Wigan, Lancashire, Broker. Jan 15. Scott and Ellis, 


Wigan 
Bibarts, Richard Peter, Liverpool, Artist. Jan 1. Laces andOo, 
verpoo 
Riddle, Rev John Brimble, Bristol. Jan 10, Gregory and Son, Bristol 


Rippon, Matilda;Mury, York terrace, Regent’s park, Jan 6. Miles, 
Gray’s inn sq 
Charlotte, Colchester, Essex, Jan 10, Barnes, Church 
lane, Colchester 
Rumney, Thomas, Astley, Worcester, Farmer, Jan 1.  Kaott, 
Worcester 


Shadwell, Lancelot Zmilius, Fowey, Cornwall, Esq. Jan 22. Danster, 
Henrietta st, Cavendish sq 
Shippick, Hannah, Poole, Dorset. Dec 31, ‘Trevanion, Poole 
son, Hugh, Walbottle Dene House, Northamberlaid, Farmer. 
eb I. Leadbitter and Harvey, Newcast'e-upon-Tyne 
Memes, Hugh, Liverpoo!, Master Mariner, Dec2l. Bremner and 
, Liverpoo! 
Tempee. James George, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Gent, Jam 2 
Wright and Oo, Liverpool 
Towers, Jane, Bradford, York. Jan 1. Peel and Gaunt, Bradford 
Tyne, John, High}st, Kensington, Tobacconist, Dec 21. Tattod, 
igh st, Kensington 
bd mh ae ad pilmenhy-the-Bes, York, Gent, Dzo 31, Beuntos, 
es a) 


— Thomas, Edgmond, Salop, Farmer. Dec29. Heane, New- 


Bankrapt. 
Frivay, Nov. 80, 1877. 
Under the Bankruptoy Act, 1869. 
Oreditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Reglstrat. 
To Surrender in . 
Humby, wit $. r Desk, lane, Wardour st, Builder, Pet Nov 26. 
a 
ustus Henry, Leadenhallst, Licensed Victaaller. Pot Nov 


Norris, A 

27. Haaitt, Dec tf at 11 

Ryley, Edward Charles, Southend, Essex, Solicitor, Motion Aug 16, 
Pepys, Dec 10 at 12,30 i 


Wa 


om wi © Poe Eee ee ES 








Jan %, 
L. Lovis, 
Feb 2, 
Rastin, 
can ang 
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To Surrender in the Count: 
y tee Croydon, Builder. Pet Nov 2 26. Rowland. Croy- 


don, Dec 13 at 2 


k, Cha-les, Frederick Clement Brooksbank, and George 
Stamp Brooksbank, pe yp York, Steal Forgers. Pet Nov 27. 
Wake. Sheffield, Dec 12 at 
‘ares Johnson, Wemateans Ale Merchant. Pet Nov 27, 
Gibbs. ae Baw 2 ay ay Laoag - ‘li Fe h D Pp 
Edw: ‘ames, mbard villa wich rd, Dr ‘et, 
Smee rita. ere ae a or 
ones us, ches ter nt t. ov 26. 
Manchester, Deo 17 at 10.30 ‘ 
Maxfield, Arthur, Birmingham, Sewing eye Pantene: Pet 
Nov26. Parry. Birmingham, Dec 10 at 3 
Mullineaux, Benjamin, Bolton. Cotton Waste Dealer. Pet Nov 25. 
Holden, Bolton, Dec 14 at 10 
Turspay, Dec. 4, 1877. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in don. 
Bourdelain, John, Beacon hill, Camden rd, Mercantile Clerk. Pet Nov 
30. Keene. Dec 18 at t 12.30 
Cox, James Whittaker, Clare terrace, West Brompton, Tobacconist. 


Pet Nov 29. Pepys. Dec 18 at 22 
B » Chalk Farm rd, Tailor. Pet Dec}. Brougham. Dec 


Isaacs, 

19 at ll 
To Surrender in the Country. 

inion, Shen, Salford, Draper. Pet Nov 30. Hulton, Salford, 
Dec 17 at 

Tweedale, Sohn, Reeneen, Builder. Pet Nov 29. Tweedale. Old- 
ham, Dec 19 at 

Walker, ome, , Sandisere, Derby, Builder. Pet Novy 30. Weller. 
Derby, Dec 

Walker, Samuel Thomas, Eastbourne, Builder. Pet Dec 1. Blaker. 

Lewes, Dec 21 at 12 


> 


Nov 28 
Nov 22 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Blane, Sir Seymour, Bury st, St James’s, Burt. 
Rogerson, Michael, jun, Bradford, Merchant. 
Espay, Dec 
Kaspar, Michel, Leadenhall st, thcaaat Cleck. Nov 28 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Frrvay, Nov. 30, 1877. 
Thompson and Taylor, Pierpoint st, Worcester 
Allen, William Henry, liverpool, Boot Manufacturer. Dec 20 at 3 at 
Allott, John, Thuoder Bridge, York, Innkeeper. Dec 15 at 11 at offices 
of Jobnson and Cro»k, Market walk, Huddersfiela 
Dec 8 at 10 
at offices of Evans and Eagles, John st, Bedford ro 
Ambler, Jamer, Leeds, Architect. 
Ashby, John, Hastings, Confectioner. Dac 12 at 12 at the Law Insti- 
tution, Chancery lane. Jones, Hastings 
Dec 12 at1 at ofices of 
Tribe and Co, Albion chambers, Bristol. 
Barns, Richard, Iifracombe, Master Mariner. Dac 17 at 12 at the 
Beecroft, Charles, Lowdham, Nottingham, Farmer. all ll at 
Bell, George, Whitley, Northumberland, Contractor, Dec 14 at 3 at 
offices of Whitehorn, Saville st, North Shields - 
Stallard, Gresham buildings, Bisinghall st. Beall 
Biackburn, Edwin, Litherland, nr Liverpool, Gent. Dee 18 at 2 at 
Blackburn, George, Middlesborough, Confectioner. Dec 11 at ll at 
Offices of Robson, Linthorpe rd, Middlesborough 
Merchant. Dec 13 at 12 at offices of Deacon and Johnson, Ludgate 
hill, Hicks, Globe rd, Mile End 
ghes, Lord st, Liverpool 
Braithwaite, Henry, Stockton-on-Tees, Provision Dealer. Dc 12 at3 
Bromilow, Alexander, Bolton, Shoe Dealer, Dec 18 at 3 at offices of 
Ryley and Haslam, Mawdsley st, Bolton 
at offices of Baiger, Compton chambers, College Rother 
Bullock, George, Bilston, Steffurd, Grocer. Dec 16 at 11 at offices of 
Buzzard, William, Bristol, Colonial Broker. Dee 13 at 3 at offices of 
Tricks and C Co, Nicholas st, Bristol. Clifton, B: 
ey, Queen Bt, Sheffield 
Carter, Al Altted, Deptford, Firewood Dealer. Dee 7 at 1 at the London 
Chambers, Charles, Todmorder, York, out of business, — li at 3.15 
at the Mitre Hotel, Manchester, 
2 at the London Warehonsemen’s Association, 111, Cheapside. Clift, 
Cheapside 
— Talbot Hotel, Stow-on-thc-Wold, Kerdall, Bourton-on-the 
om , James, Nottingham Delite. Dec 17 at 12 at offices of Belk, 
and 
Mt Lao at okcer of Maphe tad jow pavement, Notting- 
Cotton, Samuel gD Leicester, Coal Merchant. Dec 13 at 12 at 
Offices 


Farivar, Nov. 30, 1877. 
, Charles, Carlisle, i. irk ; & 
Liquidations by Arrangement. 
Allen, Alfred, Worcester, Timber Dealer. Dec 14 at 2 at office s of 
offices of Jones and Pride, North John st, Live 
Alson, Elijah, East st, Old Kent rd, ‘Shoe ha ogi 
Dec 12 a 3 at offices ot Dale, 
Upper Foantaine st, Leeds 
Baker, Elias, Warminster, Wilts, Seaoee. i 
Brittan and Co, Bristol 
Angel Hotel, Barnstaple. Fox, Ilfracombe 
offices of Heath and Son, St Peter’s churchwalk, Notting! 
Benwell, Charles, Oxford st, Upholsterer. Dec 17 at 1 at offices of 
ot Fowler, Cable st, Liverpcol 
Blatchly, Benjamin Daniel Reuben, Chapter st, Wes:miaster, Egg 
Blundell, Charles James, Liverpoo’, Joiner. Dec 18 at 3 at offices of 
at offices of Gardutt and Fawcett, Finkle st, Stockton-on-Tees 
pten, John, Eastwood, Rotherham, York, Builder. Deo . 3 
en, Mount Pleasant, Bilston 
Bristol 
om bell, John, Sheffield, Too) Manufacturer. Dec 11 at 4 at offices 
and wait Hotel, King st, Greenwich. Hanro't, Green 
Eastwood, T 
, George Rob. rt, Three Colt st, Limehouse, Bester. Dec 10 at 
Comely, John William, Oddington, Gioucester, Farmer. Dec 14 at 2 
we Gilbert Corde Nottingham, Piumbers. Dec 18 
n, Not 
McCraith, 
of Shires, Market st, Leicester 
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Cottrell, Robert, Cardiff, Builder. Dec 15 at 10 at offices of Jones, 

o nington, Hija, New Cardiff 
jannington, Elijah, Newtown Lindford, Leicester, Farmer. Dec 17 at 

3 at offices of Wright, Belvoir st, Leicester 

Dale, William, Sheffield, Sewing Machine Dealer. Dec 17 at 2 at the 
Queen’s Hotel, New st, Birmingham. Hawkin 

Davies, William, Skegby, Nottingham, Provision Dealer. Dec 13 
at 12 at offices of Stevenson, Weekday cross, _eminahem 

Davis, Charles William, Tyrol place, Bethnal Green rd, Assistant to a 

Fishmonger. Dec 13 at 3 at offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 

Dawson, James, Salford, Innkeeper. Dec 14 at 3.at offices of Doyle, 
Princess st, Manchester 

Dunlop. James, and John Hartis, Workington, Cumberland, Bakers. 
Dec 12 at 12 at the Savings Bank, Workington. Hayton and Simp- 
son, Cockermouth 

Dymond, James, St Thomas the Apostle, Devon, Baker. Dec 12 at 12 
at the Castle Hotel, Castle st, Exeter. Floud, Exeter 

Edwards, Richard, Mold, Flint, Chandler, Dec 17 at 2 at o Bees of 
Williams, Wrexham st, Mold 

Edwards, Thomas, North st, Lisson grove, Grocer. Deo 7 at 2 at 
— of Goatly, Westminster bridge rd. Goatly, Bow st, Covent 
garden 

Faulkner, John Benjamin, Nunhead, Cabmaster. Dec 21 at 3 at offices 

Great St Helen’s, Crosby sq. Brodribb, Great St 


Ferrar, William, Stratford, Essex, Licensed Victualler. Dee 1] at 12 
at offices of Brown, Finsbury place 

Fisher, James Edmund, Kidderminster, Worcester, Coal Merchant. 
Dec 19 at 12 at the Great Western Botel, Snow hill, eee. 
Freer and Perry, Stourbridge 

France, Allen, Dewsbury, York, Joiner. Dec 12 at 3 at offices of Ibber- 
son, Dewsbury 

Frazier, John, North Shields, Painter. Dec 17 at 2 at officesef the 
Northumberland and Durham Traders’ Association, Grainger st west, 
Neweastle-upon-Tyne 

Gardner, William Frederick, St Swithin’s line, Advertizing 
Dee 20 at 3 at offices of Waddell and Co, Queen Victoria st. 
and Smith, Abchurch chambers 
ilehrist, Thomas, Blackpool, Builder. Dec 12 at 2 at offices of 
Charnley and Finch, Fox st, Preston 

Gray, James Thomas, Crewe, Chemist. Dec 12 at 2 at 2, Mill st, 
Crewe. Warburton, Crewe 

Gregory, Charles, Handsworth, out of business. Dec Ll at 3 at offices 
ot Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Hand, W illiam, Middle Rasen, Lincoln, Farmer. Dec 13 at 11 at offices 
of Rhodes and Sons, Market Rasen 

Harman, Bernal, East Cowes, Isle of Wight, Chemist. Dec 20 at 12 
at offices of Mew and Hooper, High st, West Cowes, Hooper, New- 


port, 1.W. 

Harris, Robert Lloyd, Birmingham, Grocers’ Traveller, Dec 18 at$ 
at offices of Rowlands and Bagnall, Colmore row, Bi 

Hill, James Joseph, Timber hill, Gioucester, Farmer. Dec 18 at 3 at 
the George Hotel, Newent. Price, Newent 

Hird, William Benson, Ulverston, Lancashire, Pork Butchen Dec 12 
at 1] at the Temperance Ha), Ulverston. Jackson 

Hodge, Robert, Saundersfoot, Pembroke, out of bu:iness. Dec 12 at 
—— at offices of Lascelles, Narberth 

am, George, Tomlin’s terrace, Limehouse, India Rubber Manu- 
acturer. Dec 4 at 3 at offices of Chorley and Co, Moorgate st 

Jackson, David, Kingston-upon-Hul!, Boot Maker. Dec 11 ag Il at 
offices of Barker, County buildings, Land of Green Gin; 

Jarvis, Rebert, Swindon, Wilts, Blacksmith, Dec 7 at at Barker’s 
Railway Hotel, New Swindon. Jackson 

Jones, Catherine, Mold, Flint, Grocer. Dec 17 at 2 at the Queen 
Hotel, Chester. Kelly and Keene, Mold 

Jones, Dove, Swansea, Sata Dec 10 at 3 at offices of Cox, 
Adelaide chambers, Swa 

Jones, Isaac, jun, Willenhall. Stafford, Tailor. Dec 13 at Ll at offices 
of Ebsworth, Bridge st, Wednesbury 

Jones, Theophilus, Falmouth, Corowail, Accountant. Dec 12 at 3 at 
offices of Jenkins, Post Offi.e buildiags, Falmouth 

Kelly, Benjamin, Lincoln, Photographer. Dec 15 at 11 at offices of 
Toynbee and Oo, Bank st, Lincoln 

esions, John, Middlesborough, Jobber. Dee 10 at 3 at offices of 
Wilkes, Zetland rd, Middlesberough 

Kilvington, Andrew, Helperby, York, Farmer. Dec 14 at 12 at the 
Crown Hotel, a West, Thirse 

Lever, Robert, Fleetwooi, Agent. Dec 13 at 11 at offices of Thomp- 
eed @ Catherine st, Strand, i, Advertising Agent. 

L y, Samuel Harmer, Catherine st, Stran 
Dec 13 at 12 at 8, Fleet st. Guscotre and Co, Essex st, Strand 

Longcake, Willies, Hanley, Builder. Deo 11 at 2 = "the Sea Lioa 
Hor 

Lott, avthur, Be Bevington rd, Notting hill, out of business. Dec8 at 2 
offices of Goatly, Westminster bridge rd. Goatly, Bow st, Covent 


garden 
Méckintosh, Henry, Nottingham, Cabdriver. Dec 14 at 4 at 13, Fist- 
cher gate, Nottingham. Cockayne 
Mitchell, Elien, Mall rd, Hammersmith. Dec 17 at 2 at offices of 
Hortin, Edgwa:e rd, Hyde park 
M James Brown, ae a t, Mon, Grocer, Dec 14 at 11 at offices 


aig <= Dock st, Newport 
Mouat, oseph, Great jeomyne 4 Fishing Vessel Owner, Deo 1! at 11 
at offices of St Bethivhem st, Great 





wapen.. Paul, Upper East somiibaeld, Gad Proprietor. Dc 17 at 13 
at offices of Carter and Bell, Eastcheap 
Nanee, William, Sheffield, Boot Dealer, Deo 13 at 3.at Offizes of Clegg 
ra rebar vom semen Lamb’s Conduit st, no occupation, Dec 
. 8 
10 at 3 at offices # of Cooper, Chancery lane 


Nat Sam "Vmbere. Deo 8 at Mi at the 
Masons iene Seaeeken, Basinghall at 


N Jasper, Preston, Music Seller. Deo 12 at 2 at the Shelly 
Arms Hotel, Fishergate, Preston. ae a ee 
: bmp Nery Mere gee ee Dee 13 at 
Bi ofteen of ewgate 

Peckover, ph, Newington green, Oon Agent. Deo tl at 2 
at tes cllgal Saver Geoiens 2m ‘Weet, Queen Victoria st 
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Pestell, John, junc, Stokenchurch, Ox‘ord, Butcher. Dec 15 at 3 at 
offices of Rawson, High st, Great Marlow 
aye 1, Suffolk, Farmer. Dec 21 at 12 at the 
Guildhell, Bury St Edmunds. Leech 
Pidgeon, Charles, jan, Totterdown, Somerset, Cattle Dealer. Dec 12 
at 3 at offices of Clifton, Broad s*, Bristol 
Pratt, Vincent Hodgscn, Middlesborough, Draper. Dec 14 at 11 at 
offices of Robeon, Linthorpe rd, Middlesborough 
Prescott, Thomas, Widnes, Lancashire, Grocer. Dec 17 at 3 at offices 
of Spencely, South John st, Liverpool 
Rawling, Joseph, Darlington, Painter. Dec 18 at 11 at offices of 
Wooler, Priestgate, Darlington 
Read, Alfred William, and Henry Morris, Manchester, Brattice Cloth 
Manufacturers. Dec 14 at 3 at offices of Boote and Edgar, Booth st, 
Manchester 
Redman, Jobn, Aston, Warwick, Beer Retailer. Dec 18 at 11 at offices 
of Cowdell, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Richards, George, Manchester, Grocer. Dec 14 at 3 at offices of the 
Creditors’ A:sociation, City buildings, Manchester. Bintliff, Man- 
chester 
Rowley, William, Broadwas, Worcester, Innkeeper. Dec 12 at 11 at 
offices of Tree, High st, Worcest:r 
Rudkin, Thomas, Mountsorrel, Leicester, Builder. Dec 17 at 2 at 
offices of Freer ard Co, New st, Leicester 
Rushworth, George, Shipley, York, Grocer. Dec 15 at 10,30 at offices 
of Hutchinson, Piccadilly chambers, Bradford 
Ryan, Albert, Higher Tranmere, Cheshire, Surgeon. Dec 12 at 2 at 
offices of Lawrence and Co, Lord st, Liverpool 
Samcon, Samuel, Newington butts, Fancy Draper. Dec 14 at 3 at 
offices of Chapman and Co, Gresham buildings, Basinghall st 
Scott, John, Maddinzton, Wilts, Dealer. Dec 18 at 3 at offices of 
Hodding, Market House, Salisbury 
Shorrock, Robert, Preston, Whitewasher. Dec 14 at 3 at offices of 
Spencer, Winckley st, Preston 
Sissons, Edward Breary, Pockiington, York, Grocer. Dec 18 at 11 at 
offices of Powell and Sargent, Pocklington 
Smith, George Edward, Birmingtam, Grocer. Dec 10 at 12 at odices 
of Smith, Temp'e st, Birmingham 
Smith, John, and Henry Smith, Middleton, Yarn Doublers. Dec 13 at 
3 at offices of Cobbett and Co, Brown st, Manchester 
Smith, Lydia, Bakewell, Derby, Grocer. Dec 20 at 2 at offices of 
Broomhead, Bakewell 
Solomon, Jacob Lou's, King’s rd, St Pancras, Curiosity Dealer. Deo 
12 at 10 at offices of Fisher and Co, Leicester sq 
Spencer, William Robert, Piymouth, Telegraph Clerk. Dec 7 at 10.30 
at offices of Curteis, St George’s Hall, East Stonehouse, Devon 
g , sen, Rushes, Hants, Cattle Salesman. Dec 13 at 2 at 
offices of Webb, Austinfriars 
wires, Arthur, Leicester, Baker. Dec 17 at 1.30 at offices of Wright, 
lyoir st, Leicester 
itcck, Peter, Bootle, Lancashire, Sla‘er. Dec 17 at 2 at offices of 
Jones, Harrington st, oo a 
Stone, George, Borough High st, Southwark, Cheesemonger. Dec 11 
at 12 at offices of Few, Borough High st, Southwark 
Stratton, James Davies, Old Change, Oyster Merchant, Dec 22 at 2 
at offices of Swaine, Cheapside 
Stuart, John, Manchester, Lizensed Victualler. Dec 12 at 3 at offices 
of Farrar and Hall, Princess st, Manchester 
ne oe Dulwich, Boilder. Dec 20 at 3 at offices of Plews and Co, 
ne 
Tandy, John, Penn, Stafford, Maltster. Dec 12 at 3 at offices of Wilcock, 
Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Vaughan, Henry John, 8 Clears, Carmarthen, Geat, Dec 17 at 11 at 
offices of La:celies, Narberth 
Wade, Charles, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. Dec 14 at 11 at 
offices of Collis, Atlas chambers, Paradise st, Birmingham 
Walker, Gecrze, Sparkbrook, Worcester, Builder. 12 at 3 at 
offices of Duke, Temple row, Birmingham 
Watson, William, Liverpool, Foreman Printer. Dec 17 at 1l at offices 
of Hove and Co, Exchange place, Midélesborough 
Webb, William Bonham, Deptford, Buteber. Dec 13 at 3 at the 
Lecture Hall, Royal Hil', Greenwich. Bristow, Greenwich 
Weddell, Edward, Maryport, Cumberiand, Tobacconist. Dec 12 at 11 
at 274, Kirkby st, rt. Collin, Mary 
Wilson, Alfred, francis McDonnell Wilson, and Harry McDonnell 
Wileon, London Central Meat Market, Meat Salesmen. Dec 13 at 
3 at offices of Plews ard Co, Mark lane 
‘Winterbottom, Samuel, Manchester, Boot Dealer. Dec 13 at 3 at 
( fices of Sampson, South King st, Manchester 
Wright, Them:s, Birmingham, Buteber. Dec 13 at 11 at offices of 
Burien, Union passage, Birmingham 
Tousspar, Dec 4, 1877. 
Acklam, Charles, Barnsley, York, Painter. 15 at 11 at offices of 
Senior, Regent st, Barns 
Adie, Charles, Turbridge Wells, Kent, Auctioneer. Dec 17 at 2 at 
145, Cheapside. Stone yr oy Tunbridge Wells 
Allatt, Annie Maria, Down-, ire, Milliner. Dec 20 at 3 at the 
Mitre Hote), Ca:h-dral yard, Manchester. h, Manchester 
Allen, William, Newbery, Berks, Bootmaker 18 at | at the 
Wheatshea! Hote, Reading. Ll Newbury 
Mcehison, John Pat'i:or, Gateshead, im, Baker. Dec 17 at 12 
st cfices of Garbutt, Collingwood st, Newcastie-apon-Tyne 
Baddeley, John Lodwell, hy a morn Jeweller. Dec 14 at 3 at 
<flices of Jeques, Cherry st, Bir 
Bairstow, Jonathan, West Ardsley, York, Bailder, Dec 17 at 11 at 
Ofices of Wair wright, Townhall chambers, Wakefield 
Barnes, James, Hotei Livery Stables Russell gardens, Livery Stable 
ae. pe df AL £.. Kae, Mincing 
tebellor, Altr Ibert Award, Wilts, Farmer. Dec 21 at 1 
at the Sar Hotel, Andover. Foie snd’ Gare 
Deo 18 at 8 


até 
Ma ches a dct, Bien eae Ctr o Pcinn 
* on ot 
', En tas, Post Vereham, . Dec 18 at 12 at offices of 


bec st, Kast Dereham 
Privees Buckingham, out of business 


————— 


Breed, James, and Frederick William Bithell, Stratfo rd-on-Avon, 
Hosiers. Dec l4at 12 at offices of Reece and Harris, New st, Bir. 


mingham 
Brook, Jesias, Normanton, Grocer. Dec 14 at 11 at offices of Per, 
nandes, Cross “ Wakefield , Fee. 
Brown, Edward, Mountain Asb, Glamorgan,'Blacksmith. Dac 17 a Ty 
at offices of James, Canon st, Aberdare 
Brown, James, Tunbridge Wells, Baker. Dec 19 at 11 at 1, Dyott 
Bry emo 2 we ‘k Colli Durham, General 
ryant, rge, Langley Park Colliery, Durham, General Dealer, 
14 at 11 at offices of Chambers, Sadler st, Durham Dee 
Butt, Frank, Warminster, Wilts, Innkeeper. Dec 12 at 2 at offices of 
McCarthy, King st, Frome 
Buxton, David, Hoylake, Cheshire, no occupation. Dec 19 at 10 at 
offices of Etty, Lord st, Liverp: ol 
Byrom, Rogs, Saddieworth, York, Broker. Dec 6 at 3 at officesof 
Bradbury, Spring grove, Greenfield, Saddleworth 
Capsey, Henry, Wyndham villa, To.tenham, Builder. Dec 13 at 2a 
offices of Tiddeman, Finsbury eq 
Charles, Thomas, Llechrydisaf, Cardigan, Farmer. Dec 12 at lat 
Offices of Evans, Red st, Carmarthen 
Clark, Thomas, Hartley, Kent, Farmer. Dec 17 at 2 at the Bull Inn, 
Cranbrook. Hinds, Goudhurst 
Clark, William, Birchmoor, Warwick, Grocer. Dec 17 at 11 at offices 
oi Fowke, Ann st, Birmingham r 
Clinkaberry, Charles, New Iun yard, Shoreditch, Chair Manufacturer, 
Dec 28 at 3 at offices of Morris, Paternoster row 
Cordingley, William, Manchester, Mloor Cloth Manufacturer. Dee 19 
at 3 at o of Minor, Brown st, Manchester 
Crosse, William Edward, Cheltenhan, Coal Merchant, Deo 18 at 1) 
at offices of Pruen, Rezent st, Cheltenham 
Curths, Oto, and John Ross, Peak hill, Sydenham, Builders. Dee 19 at 
12 at offices of Terrell and Honey, Aldermanbary 
Davey, William Thomas, Manchester, out of business, Dec 14 at 12 at 
offices of Reed and Cook, King sq,. Bridgewater 
Davies, David Thomas, Tynycwm, Carmarthen, Farmer. Dee 17 at 
2 at the Swan Inn, Talley. Lioyd, Lampeter 
Ditehfield, Joseph, and Daniel Ditcbfield, Bury, Lancashire, Drapers, 
Dec 13 at 3 at offices of Anderton, Garden st, Bury 
Doxbury, Robert Worsley, Manchester, Machinist. Dec 21 at 3 at 
offices of Addleshaw and Warburion, King st, Manchester 
Edmondson, Henry Patersov, Marple, Cheshire, out of employment, 
Dec 21 at 3 at offices of Hardings and Co, Princess st, Manchester 
Edwards, Join Hamilton, Cressage, Salop, Farmer. Dec 17 at 12a; 6, 
Talbot chambers, Shrewsbury. Chandler 
Emerson, William Andrew, Louth, Lincoln, Lime Burner, Dec 17at 
ll at offices of Sharpley, Cannon st, Louth 
Evans, Michael Bowen, St Clears, Carmarthen, Draper. Dec 12 at }1 
at offices of Evans, Red st, Carmarthen 
Fallowfield, Thomas, Colne, Lancashire, Grocer. Dec 19 at 3 at the 
Crown Hotel, Colne. Carr, Colne 
Finn, Alfred Harley, St Ann’s rd, 8tamford hiil, Builder. Dee 17 at li 
at offices of Buffen, Wool Exchange, Coleman st. Wolf¢ Fa Iron- 
monger lane ed 
Fish, William, Colchester, Grocer. Dec 14 at 12 at offices of Prior, 
st, Colchester 
Frank, Gustav, Scott’s yard, Cannon st, Cigar Merchant. Dec 17 at? 
at offices of Jackson, Bishopsgate st without 
Fry, William James, Station rd, Clapham, Tailor. Dec 13 at 12 at 
offices of Button and Co, Henrietta st, Covent garden 
Fryer, Alexander, Heckmondwike, York, Hatter. Dec 22 at 11 at offices 
of Sykes, Ings grove, Heckmondwike 
Gair, Alexander, Newcastle-upon-T yne, Beerhouse Keeper. Des 17 at 
2 at offices of Wallace, Hutton chambers, Pilgrim st, Newcastle 


upon-Tyne 

Gallon, Joseph Chisholm, Morpeth, Northumberland, Licensed 
Victualler, Dec 14 at 2 at offices of Joel, Newgate st, Newcastle 
upon-Tynse 

George, Wiliiam, Griffiths Towo, Mon, Coal Merchant. Dec 13 ati? 
at the Queen’s Hotel, Bridge st, Newport. Dauncey, Newport 

Gourd, William Matthew, Kingsdown, Bristol, Accountant. Dec 15 at 
42 at offices of Roper, Nicholas st, Bristol 

Grainger, Thomas, Darlaston, Butcher. Dec 17 at 4 at offcesol 
Sheldon, High st, Wednesbury 

Hagan, Thomas Augustine, Hulme, Boot Dealer. Dec 19 at 11 atoffices 
of Sutton and Elliott, Fountain st, Manchester 

Hall, William Capps, Scarborough, Fish Merchant. Dec 15 (an4 not 
the 9th, as previously advertized) at 3 at offices of Cornwall and 
Watts, Queen st, Scarborough 

Haly, James Penaluna, Penryn, Cornwall, Hairdresser. Dec 17 at 
at offices of Jenkins, Post Otfice buildings, Falmouth 

ane Keighley, Printer. Dec 21 at 3 at offices of Rebia- 
son, Keighley 

Harrison, George, Kingston-upon-Hull, Coach Builder, Dec 13 at3a 
the Hotel, Kingston-upon-Hall. Walter and Spink, Hull 

ichael, Scarborough, Fish Dea'er. Dec 14 at 11 at offices 

of Richardson Gueen st, Scarborough 

Hill, James William, Birmingham, Builder, Dec 14 at 11 at offices of 
Kaden, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 

Hocking, William, Greenwich, Commercial Traveller, Deo 11 at 3a 
offices of Seard and Son, Deptford bridge, Greenwich 

Holisnd, William. Tipton, Stafford, Butcher, Dec 17 at 3 at officesol 
Caddick, New st, Westbromwich 

Holt, Royle, Oldham, no occupation, Dec 17 at 3 at offices of Whitaker, 
St Peter st, Oldham 


H Alfred Thomas, Spurstowe rd, Hackney, Builder. Deo 19 
ote ot the Guildhall Tavern, pened Wy Lewis, ”W iimington 
inson , Goldsmith st, Warchouseman. Dec 19 at 3 at 


of Mortey Cheapside 

Hughes, Richard, Liverpool], Grocer. Dec 17 at 3 at offices of Roos 
and Price, North Jubn st, Liverpool, Lawrence and Co, 

Hughes, Robert Price, Carnar von, Jeweller. Dec 12 at 12 at the Queen's 

otel, gham. Allanson, Carnarvon 

JoFrey, Alexander, South Shields, Grocer; Dec 19 at 12 at offizes of 
Oliver and Co, Broad chare, Quayside, Newcastle-upo n-Tyne 

Jones, John, and Richard Jones, West Bromwich, Stafford, Brick Manc- 
facturers. Dec 20 : Monmouth st, 


Harwood, 





Bepcey, Wiliam, Priness Risboroagh, Dadi 


at3atthe Great Western Hote) 
Birmingham. Fitter, Birmingham ‘ . 
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House Offices, Davies, Southam 
Toser, Fredrick eg Brownlow at, Holdorp, Hosier, Deo 17at3 at 
offices of thebhage an Cheapside 
W Ripley, Biachwolt Duby, Miner. Dec 20 at 11 at the 
ot, sp reed: ree any » Ripley 
Wells, Willi lam, Lower  Marshy Lax mbeth bet Chcemrotge. Deo 19 at 2 
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William, ney athe. pl om nape Dec 17 at 2 at offices 


Newgate st, Newcastle-a 
ee Soke, forth Shields, Builder. ‘Dee Dec 19 at 3 at offices of Dale, 


King st, South Shields 
Ranson, 7 Whewell, Blackburn, Law Stationer. Dec 18 at 11 at 
of Robinson and _ King st, Blackburn 
Kiteon, oe, William Joseph, Boston rd, Hanwell, Market Gardener. Deo 
1 st 11 at offices of Haynes ws Sons, Grecian chambers, Devereux 
court, Tem 


Tem 
Thomas, Boxford, Berke, Miller. Dec 17 at ll at the White 
Hart oo" Newbury. Lucas, New 
ieee, P hilip Arderne, Mincing lane, Colonial Broker. Jan 2 at 2 at 
offices of Nash and Field, goes st, Cheapside 
Dowlais, Merth afil, Collier. Dec 17 at 12 at offices 
of joe, Victoria st, Merthyr dfil 
Lordonny, Robert L Cowcross st, Gasfitter, Dec 28 at 2 at Ade 
Hen an Chickens Hotel, Birmingham, Salaman, King st, Ohea 


as, Edward, Birmingham, Fibre Dresser. Dec 13 at 11 at offices 
of Assinder, Union st, Birmingham 
<"T% George, Lewes, Grocer. Dec 19 at 11 at offices of Jones, 


reais, Stephen, Railway passage, Walworth rd, Hackney 

Carriage Proprietor. Dec l4at 2 at offices of Hutchinson, Gresham 

ynildiner, Guildhall 

gah Thomas, Walton st, Chelsea, Builder. Dec 17 at 2 at offices of 
Warwick court, Gray’s inn 

og rat mgen, homes, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer. Dec 17 at 3 at offices of 


st, Leeda 

© tl "lees Biraiingbam, Tron ater ram Dec 14 at 12 at offices of 
Barber and Garland, Argyle chambers, Birmingham 

Mori, Fr-nk Annable, Delamere st, Upper Westbourne terrac?, 
Broker’s Clerk. Dec ia at 1 at off'ess of Saunders and Co, King st, 


Chea 
wane, William, Stanfield, Norfo'k, Linen Draper. Dec 13 at 3 at 
offices of Stanley, Bank plain, Norwich 
man, Wil am, Birmingham, Fruiterer. Dec 12 at 2 at offices of 
Terleton, Temp'e st, Birmingham 
Newil!, Thomas, jan, Montford, Salop, Farmer. Dec 14 at 12 at the 
George Hotel, Shrewsbury. Chandler 
Nolan F qos Liverpool, out of business. Dec 27 at 3 at offices of 
Quinn, South Jobn st, Liverpool 
ore Benjamin Williams, Worcester, Flyman. Dec 15 at 3 at offices 
of Stallard, Masonic chambers, Worcester 
Paget, Andrew, — Stockton, York, Plumber. Dec 17 at 11 at the 
—" 3 Hi Hotel, Lee Trott: r, Stookton-on-T ees 
Parker, Joseph — reston, Wholesale Grocer. Dec 19 at 2 at the 
Castle Horel, Market place, Preeton. Cunliffe and Watson, Preston 
Payne, W iam Church, St Vincent st, Birmingham. Dec 17 at 1 at 
the Great Western Hotel, Monmouth at, Birmingham. Edwards 
Perrin, Hannah, jun, Bredbury, Cheshire, Draper, ‘~ 18 at 3 at the 
Merchants’ Hotel, Oldham st, Manchester. Smith, ao 
Pike, George, Cardiff, Grocer, Dec 14 at 12 at offices of Tribe and Co, 
rato. @ st buildings, Moorgate st. Merrils, Cardiff 
sahepor) Nottingham, out of business. Dec 18 at 3 at offices of 


troud, Low 
mare on Irlames-o’-th’- -Height, t, Lancashire, Commission Agent. 
Dec 28 at 3 at “ae - Gardner, Cooper st, Manchester 
» Richard, D Ichi, Carnarvon, Bookseller. Dec 17 at 
12 at the Albion inn, Chester. Hughes, Bangor 
Raper, William, Lawrence lane, Warehouseman. Dec 17 at 2 at offices 
a Dalton and Jessett, St Clement’s House, Ciement’s lane 
ond, Charles Octavius, Middlesb-reugh, Barman. Dec 13 at 11 
a ffices ot Wilkes, Setland rd, Middlesborough 
Read, Alfred William, and Henry Morris, Manchester, Brattice Cloth 
Manufacturers. Dec 14 at 4,30 at offices of Boote and Edgar, Boo.h 





&, Manchester 
Rees, John James, Swansoe, Hosivr. Dec 18 at 3 at offices of Cox, 
Adelaide chambers, 8 wansea 
~~ George Guthrie, Newport, Mon, Draper. Dec 12 at 12 at oifces 
of Gibbs, gar place, Newport 
» Alexander, Heworth, nr B i ag out of business, Dec 17 at 
+t at offices of Grayston, New st, York 
Robinson, George, Mossley, Lancashire, Batcher. Dec 17 at 3 at offices 
of Toy’ and Broadbent, Ashton-under-Lyne 
Robson, Joseph Reddam, Lintz green, Seghem, Farmer. Dac 14 at 
12.at the Rooms of the Incorporated Law Society, Royal arcade, 
iain eee Ses. Philipson, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
ochester, = _ Barge Owner, Dec 18 at 2 at offices of 
Bassett, Eastgate, Roc 
Shaw, James, Lock wood, Moddersfeld, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer. 
Dec 19 at 3 at offices of Berry, Market piace, Huddersfield 
Southall, ig Kidderminster, Shoe Manufacturer. Dec 17 at 12 at 
the otel, Birmingham. Miller and Oo, Kidderminster 
sunon b Levi, Kingston-upon-Hull, Tea Dealer. Dec K at 11 at offices 
tead and Sibree, Bishop lane, Kingston-upon-Hu 
Sune George, Cambridge m4 Mile end, China gy Dec 14 at 3 at 
Offices of Mardon and Oo, Moorgate st. Cattlin, Gresham buildings 
Sturt, William, Leatherhead, Surrey, Miller. Dec 17 at 3 at the 
Cannon st Hotel. Rooks and Co, King st, Cheapside 


Terry, Robert sone. Lydd, Sussex, Farmer, Doo 18 at 11.30 at the 
Saracen’s Hea Ashford. Atkins and oo on, 
Thompson, J a » Oorkecrew Mak ll at 
offices of Fs ty Ann at, Birmi 


Sophie Gertrude, Ro Rotherhithe, Seller of Fancy Goods, 
Dee 1: at 11 at offices “aes. London wall 
Tomlin, John, Bishops I' chi fen, Worwiet, Farmer, Deo 17 at 10,30 





Winders, Mary, Bradford, 





Draper. Dec 7 at 3 at offices of the Bradford 
ond District Creditors’ Asscciat.on, Parkinson’s chambers, Market 


st, Bradford 
Wood, Joseph, Lache Ha!l, Cheshire, Farmer. Dec 17 at 3 at 38, Fore- 
gate st, Chesier. Churton, Chester 


SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 


Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Qaality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 
The Faculty pronounce it “‘ the most nutritious, perfectly — 
beverage for Breakfa: st, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Invalids aad Children. 
Highly commended by the entira Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits all palates, 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures. 
Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break- 
fast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
CocoaTima A La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
Miceey Chocolate, and may be taken when richer chocclate is pro- 
in tin packets at 1s, 6d., 3s., &c., by Chemists and Grocers. 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 


H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 


MR, G. H. JONES, 
SURGEON DENTIST, 
57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, LONDON 
(Immediately oppcsite the British Museum), 
Has obtained Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Patent for his perfectly 
painless system of adapting 
(Prize Medal, London and Paris) 


ARTIFICIAL TEETH sy ATMOSPHERIC PRESSURE. 
Pampblet Gratis and Post-free. 


EDE AND SON 


ROBE OER MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &c. 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL'S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY S CLERSY GOWNS, 2C 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


AN IMPORTANT CONVENIENCE TO LAW WRITERS AND 
SOLICITORS. 


STEPHENS’ 


SCARLET INK For STEEL PENS. 


This ink is unaffected by steel pens; it s a most brilliant and pere 
manent colour; it can be used upon parchnient, and is consequently 
of great value to solicitors and draughtsmen. 

Sold in stone bottles, by all stationers, a 2s., 3s., and 7s. 6d 
each; and in glass botties at 6d. and Is. eac’ 


STUART-BAREER & SON, 
SURVEYORS AND AUCTIONEERS, 
36, KING WILLIAM STREET, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 


ADVERTISING.—C. H. MAY & CO., 
GE - £PAL ADVERTISING OFFICES, 
78, Gracec urch-street, London, E.0. Established 1846, 
ADVERTISE MENTS received for insertion io all newspapers, &e. 


NOTICE OF REMOVAL. , 
R. RICHARD CARTWRIGHT, Law Stationer 
and Printer, begs respectfuliy to inform his customers that he 
has removed from No. _—o Warwick-court, Gray’s-inn, to No. 5, Gro- 
oer’s Ae a ae in the Poultry, 
Deo. 6, 1877. 


N EXCEPTIONALLY GOOD SHORTHAND 

WRITER, well educated, and writing a neat hand, Requires a 

Situation as Shorthand Clerk toa Solicitor, Moderate salary.—Ad- 
dress O, J., 11, Moore Park-road, Fulham, 8.W. 









































Wheldon’ Seb W Willis, Seamer, re tork Farmer. Deo 14 at $ at the 
1» Westborough, Scarborough. Richardson, Boare 


Victoria Hotel 





J AWYERS’ PRAYER UNION.—It is posed 

to hold another Social and Religious metas | in for 
Barristers and tors, and their oe THURSDAY 
EVENING, DECEMBER hg Kg Mr. WADDY, QC, in the 
Ohair. Any suptemen ta thet e Legal Profession, or their a, eC 
desire to — or wil Gh he ie requested 
apply to Mr, H. Naser, 35 “s-ina-felds. 
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Ohe Solicitors’ Journal. 


ESTABLISHED 1857. PUBLISHED EVERY SATURDAY. PRICE 6d. 














ANNUAL SUBSCRIPTION. 
SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 26s.; by post, 28s., when paid in advance, 
WEEKLY REPORTER in wrapper, £2 12s., post free, when paid in advance, 


SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL with WEEKLY REPORTER, £2 12s., 
when paid in advance. Single Numbers, ls. 






























| ee ADVANCED at a Day’s Notice (from 

£50 upwards) to respectable householders in the London Dis- 
trict upon MORTGAGE of their Furnitu'e without removal, repayable 
by easy instalments. No charge of any kind unless money aivanced. 
As this does not emanate from an agent, applicants must apply ver- 
sonally to Mr. Bavesan, 34, Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane. 
The public are cautioned against paying preliminary fees to pretenders. 


AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSURANCE 
COMPANY. Ohief Office—i26, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
The Funds in hand and Capital subseribed amount to upwards of 
£1,400,000 sterling. 
Chairman—James Cuppon, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, Goldsmith-build- 
ing, Temple. 
Deputy-Chairman—C. Pemuerton, Esq. (Lee & Pembertons), Solicitor 
44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, : 
— Every description of Fire and Life Insurance business transacted. 
The Directors iavite attention to the new form of Life Policy, which 
is free from all conditions. 
The Company advances Money on Mortgage of Life Interest and 
Reversions, whether absolute or contingent, 
Prospectuses, Copies of the Directors’ Report, and Annual Balance 
Sheet, and every information, sent post free, on application to 


FRANK M‘GEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 
— 


AGRA BANK (LIMITED). 
Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000. 

HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LONDON. 
Brancues in Edinbargh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Karrachee, Agra, 
Lahore, Shangh ai, Hong Kong. 

Current Accounts are kept at the dead Office on tha terms cus- 
tomary with London bankers, and interest allowed when the credit 
does not fall below £100. 
Deposits received for fixed periods on the following terms, viz. :— 
At 5 per cent. per annum, sabject to 12 months’ notice of withdrawal. 


For shorter periods deposits will be received on terms to be agreed 
Dy 






































pon. 
Bi11s iesued at the current exchange ofthe day on any ofthe Branches 
bn a of extra charge ; and approved bills purchased or sent 
tion. 


Sates anp Purcuasys effected in British ani fo-eiga securities, in 
East India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the same ere 


Interest drawn and army, navy, and civi] pay and pensions realized 


Every other 0 scription of banking business and ageney, 
British and Ind J. THOMSON, Chai " 


ALKER’S ORYSTAL CASE WATCHES are 
Frise Medsle, Lenten, J ; 
1967. Gold from 15 5 bs.;, Sliver pay ig Se ag er a + 


9 , 


D,transacted, 














Foreign 


Allthe Candles of Price’s Patent 


W ice YOUR CANDLES. — M 
light-weights are about. 
Candle 









| 





LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and LONDON and 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 
No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 
ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, begs to 
direct the attention of the Legal Profession to the advantages 
of his long experience of upwards of thirty years, in the special in 
sertion of all pro forma notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continue? 
support.—N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, and thestrictest 
care and promptitude assured, Officially stamped forms for adverstise 
ment and file of *‘ Lundon Gazatte” kept, By appointment. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 

WHOLESALE AND RETAIL STATIONERS, 

192, Fleet-street, and t & 2, Chancery-lane, London, E,C. 
Carriage paid to the Country on Orders exceeding 20s. 

Drart Parser, 5s., 63, 6d., 7s. 6d., 78. 9d.,and 9s. 9d. per ream. 

Brier Paper, 15s, 6d., 17s. 6d., and 23s, 6d. per ream. 

Footscap Paper, 10s. 6d., 14s. 6d., and 18s 6d, per ream, 

Cream-Laip Nore, 3s., 4s,, and 5s. per ream. 

Laroe Caxam-alp Nore, 43, 6d., 63. 6d., and 8s. per ream, 

La nee Buive Nore, 3s. 6d., 4s. 6d., and 68. 6d. per ream. 

ENveLopEs, Cream or Buve, 33, 9d., 4s. 6d., and 63. 6d. per 1000, 

Tue “ Tempte’’ Envecore, extra secure, 9s. 64, per 1000, 

FootscaP OrFictaL Envevores, ls. 9d. per 100, 

Partripce & Coorer’s Vettum Wove Cxivus-Hover Nore, 9s, 64.9 
ream. Thisincomparable Paper has raised up a host of worthless 
imitations. Purchasers are particularly requested to observe that 
each sheet bears the fac-simile water-mark, ‘‘PARTRIDGE & 
COOPER’S VELLUM-WOVE CLUB-HUUSE PAPER,” without 
which none is genuine. 

InDENTURE SxiNs, Printed and Machine-ruled, 2s. 5d, each, 28s, per 
doz., 135s, per roll. 

one on Fottowens, Ruled, 2s. 1d, each, 243, per dozen, 115s, per 
roll. 

Recorps on Memogiazs, 8d, each, 78, 6d. per dozen, 


Ledgers, Day Books, Cash Books, Let'er or Minute Books 


An immense stock in various bin dings. 


MUCH TIME AND WORRY SAVED 
BY SORTING YOUR PAPERS INTO 

STONE’S PATENT BOXES AND CABINETS 
“ Exceedingly useful.”—** Standard,” 

Sold by Stationers everywhere. Illustrated Catalogues post-freo from 
HENRY STONE, MANUFACTURER & PATENTKEE, BANBURY. 

All Sizes can be seen at 
13, CRANBOURNE-STREET, LEIOWSTER-SQUARE, LON DON. 


py =tear SKIN and GOOD COMPLEXION. 
EARS’S TRANSPARENT SOAP is the Best 


for th 
‘M\OILET, NURSERY, and SHAVING, Rovom- 
mended in the Journal of Cutaneous Medicine, 











edived by Mr. 
Se roy ey thas Gab elt Pisa Saag enn es | FQBASMUS WILSON, F.R.8, used by 
fiir ew Patent Hight Lights made without ypen Sion “idler HE ROYAL FAMILY, and Sold by Chemists, 


and Perfumers Everywhere. 


Dee. 21-- 

Dec. 21 : 
Tux Soxicirors’ Journat still continues to display that soundness of information and accuracy of knowledge 
which has always rendered it such a valuable exponent of the interests of that branch of the profession Jor whom 

it is more immediately intended.—JourNnat oF JURISPRUDENCE AND ScorrisH Law Maeazing, Dec., 1877. 

We 

THE FIRST NUMBER OF THE CURRENT VOLUME WAS PUBLISHED NOVEMBER 3. naan 

meetit 

OFFICE : 52, CAREY STREET, LINCOLN’S INN. Lesl 


